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ABSTRACT 
Phobic behaviour is traditionally described in 
terms of avoidance of the phobic object. Andrews 
(1966) contested this notion and formulated several 
postulates in which approach toward the phobic object 
as well as avoidance could be expected as the behaviour-
al manifestation of the phobia. in the present research 
Andrews' idea of approach is examined with behavioural 
and pencil and paper measures. 
On the basis of Repression - Sensitization 
Scale (R - S) scores and their self-rated fear of spiders, 
30 fearful repressors and 30 fearful sensitizers were 
obtained. These people were then tested with the 
Behavioral Avoidance Test designed by Lang and Lazovick 
(1963), a measure of cognitive avoidance in the form of 
a word association test (WAT), and a measure of percept-
ual defence in the form of a scale of ambiguous pictures. 
The results indicated that Repressors avoided the spider 
stimulus more than Sensitizers on both of the indirect 
measures of avoidance. This supported Andrews' theory. 
However, the results of the behavioural avoidance test 
i 
contradicted Andrews' theory. It was proposed that 
this may be due to the nature of the R - S scale 
which may only measure defence style to symbolic 
threatening stimuli instead of to all threatening 
material. 
The Eysenck Personality Inventory - Extraversion 
Scale (EPI - E) was used to obtain a measure of extra-
version. This dimension of personality was not signifi-
cantly related to Repression - Sensitization. However, 
it was found that Repressors were more extraverted than 
Sensitizers. 
The results were discussed in terms of their 
implications for methods of therapy. 
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Introduction 
Phobias and the behaviour of phobic persons 
have attracted a great deal of attention in theory and 
research for many years. Depending on our training 
and beliefs we have conceptualized phobic behaviour 
in terms of avoidance learning, as a conditioned 
emotional response (CER), in terms of unresolved dyn-
amic conflicts or in whatever other terms best suit our 
understanding. In order to bring together some of these 
apparently discrepant definitions, part of the Literature 
Review is devoted to developing a more workable defini-
tion. This discussion borrows heavily from the work of 
Andrews (1966) who has identified several patterns with-
in the behaviour of phobics. 
One of Andrews' most original observations is 
that the behaviour of a phobic person often serves a 
purpose for the phobic other than that of removing him-
self from the immediate surroundings of the phobic object. 
Phobics present themselves to others as weak and in need 
of help. The fear associated with a harmless object 
serves to underscore this need and seems to have been 
reinforced by an increased dependency of the phobic upon 
another person. This tendency Andrews has called the 
"Pattern of Dependence". For the phobic object to be 
available when it is needed in dependency manipulations, 
1 
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the phobic has to be extremely vigilant and imagina-
tive in order to create the feared object even when 
it is not really present. This behaviour may be des-
cribed as perceptual vigilance and seems more like 
approach than avoidance behaviour. One of the questions 
that Andrews leaves with his readers is how the approach-
ing phobic, who uses his symptoms in dependency manipu-
lations, may be identified. 
Approaching and avoiding styles of defence have 
been discussed in part by the researchers working in the 
area of perceptual defence. This work has been incor-
porated by Byrne (1961 and 1964) to develop the Repress-
ion - Sensitization Scale (R - S). The scale identifies 
Repressors who respond with "behaviour mechanisms of a 
predominantly avoiding type in the face of a threatening 
stimulus" (Byrne 1961, pg 335). These mechanisms include 
inattention, non-recognition and passivity in the face of 
potential threat. Clinical manifestations reported by 
Byrne are repression, blocking and denial. Sensitizers, 
on the other hand, respond with techniques of approach. 
They are characterized by vigilant attention to sources 
of threat and active engagement of the fear eliciting 
stimulus. Sensitizers appear clinically with the defence 
mechanisms of rationalization, intellectualization and 
reaction formation. 
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Although the R - S scale has been used in con-
junction with the symbolic presentation of threatening 
material, little is known of its relation to specific 
phobic reactions. It appears that the scale reliably 
measures a personality dimension of approach/avoidance 
to material that is generally threatening but there is 
no evidence that this holds true for specific fearful 
objects. The question here is whether the R - S scale 
is a good predictor for behaviour in the presence of an 
actual phobic object or only for the symbolic represen-
tation of that object. 
In the previous paragraph several references 
were made to the mode of presentation of a threatening 
object. Either an object is actually (physically) 
present or it is not. If it is not, a representation of 
the object can be made. Probably the most common sym-
bolic representations in our culture are made through 
pictures or through the words used to describe an 
object. A phobic person, through generalization, can 
therefore behave phobically to the actual object and to 
the symbolic representations of the object. Since the 
present research is concerned with defining phobic be-
haviour with the R - S scale, the stimuli used must 
include not only the actual phobic stimulus but also 
the pertinent symbolic representations. 
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Testing the notion that phobics may approach 
the actual phobic object is a fairly easy procedure. 
One simply requires the phobic person to move as closely 
to the object as possible. Obviously the approaching 
phobics would come closer than the avoiding ones. The 
notion that phobics approach in their speech and in 
their tolerance to visual material is a little more diff-
icult to test. Some help is obtained from the technique 
of word associations, especially that developed by 
Rapaport (1946). Among a list of neutral words, several 
test words related to a phobic object can be placed in 
such a way that the first test word has little to do 
with the object and the test words at the end of the 
scale relate only to the object. In their associations 
a phobic person will associate a word denoting the phobic 
object early or late in the scale depending on his tol-
erance for the object. Again it is assumed that approach-
ing phobics will associate words related -to the phobic 
object much earlier than the avoiding ones. The back-
ground to this technique is presented in the Literature 
Review. 
A similar scale to the Word Association Test 
(WAT) was designed in the present study for measuring a 
person's phobic reactions to threatening stimuli in the 
visual mode. A series of pictures, ranging from a first 
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one totally unrelated to the fearful object to the last 
one being only of the fearful object, was constructed. 
The point at which the phobic person first begins to 
perceive the phobic object will be the measure of his 
approach in the visual mode. This can then be related 
to scores in the verbal mode, scores in the physical 
mode and personality measures. 
The present research lastly explores a little 
studied, though certainly important area in the study 
of phobias. Eysenck (1957, 1964) has produced several 
works concerned with the development of neurotic be-
haviour. His work resulted in the Eysenck Personality 
Inventory (EPI), which measures the personality dimen-
sions of Extraversion and Neuroticism. The dimension 
of Extraversion (EPI - E) seems to relate to condition-
ing. Since phobias can be understood in terms of learn-
ing it appears that research with the EPI - E and other 
personality measures in the area of phobias might be 
very useful. An attempt is therefore made in this 
study to relate the EPI - E scale and the R - S scale 
using phobic persons as subjects. 
Review of the Literature 
Definition of the term "Phobia" 
Significant contributions to the understanding 
of phobic behaviour have been made by the psychoanalytic 
approach to therapy and, more recently, by researchers 
working within the framework of behaviour therapy. The 
positions of these two schools of thought will be re-
viewed in this section and with the help of the work of 
Andrews (1966) an attempt will be made to present a more 
complete definition of the term "phobia". 
From a psychoanalytic perspective, the phobic 
reaction is seen as a neurotic expression of unresolved 
conflicts. For example: 
"The anxiety of the patient becomes detached 
from a specific idea, object or situation in 
the daily life and is displaced to some 
symbolic idea or situation in the form of a 
neurotic fear" (Berg and Pennington, 1966, 
p. 483). 
In treatment, the concept is enlarged with references to 
uncovering the unconscious wish, the Oedipal conflict 
and the id. The psychoanalytic school of thought ex-
pects little beneficial result from therapy unless the 
etiology of the phobia and its symbolic meaning is inter-
preted and worked through. Without this approach it is 
expected that only temporary, "transference cures" will 
be obtained. It is further assumed that the difficulty 
6 
7 
of removing the symptom is related to its importance 
in the person's "psychic economy" and that its temp-
orary removal can only lead to the substitution of new 
symptoms (Fenichel, 1945). 
This theoretical position is burdened by complex 
and at present untestable hypotheses. Further, there is 
no guarantee that, once the symbolic meaning of the 
symptom and its place in the psychic economy is known, 
the phobic will necessarily give up his phobia for a less 
self-destructive behaviour pattern. 
A more testable concept is proposed by the be-
haviour therapists (Wolpe, 1958; Eysenck, 1957; and 
Eysenck and Rachman, 1965) who choose to define a phobic 
reaction as a learned response which can be altered or 
modified through some form of conditioning. Eysenck 
(1957) equates the symptom with the disorder when he 
observes that learning theory does not postulate any un-
conscious causes, but regards the neurotic symptoms as 
simple learned habits. There is no neurosis underlying 
the symptom but merely the symptom itself. Consequently 
to eliminate the symptom is to eliminate the neurosis. 
In this process the exploration with the subject into 
the causes of his phobia are not theoretically necessary 
for its elimination. Since the unlearning of the phobia 
is supposed to follow the rules, of association learning, 
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the therapy will become more difficult when the anxiety 
response is highly generalized. Symptom substitution, 
however, it not a consequence of "successful" behaviour 
therapy. 
The point to be made is that the term "phobia" 
is used by psychoanalysts and behaviour therapists as 
denoting an apparently different concept. The ultimate 
usefulness of the term, however, rests on the question 
of whether it delineates a group of phenomena which 
prove to be homogeneous. In other words, "phobia" must 
refer to those phenomena which are necessary and suffic-
ient in order for the behaviour to be termed phobic and 
it must accurately predict those behaviours for all 
subjects within that category. 
The definition proposed by Andrews (1966) may 
serve more of these functions than any other at the 
moment and has, as an added advantage, no obvious con-
nection with a particular theoretical school. He pro-
posed that: 
" a person with a phobic problem is 
one who feels, and presents himself as, 
fearful in situations which social con-
sensus would not consider as adequately 
accounting for the fear, and who persis-
tently avoids such fear evoking situations" 
(p. 455). 
The phobic problem is further considered to be 
part of a general strategy for handling these fear 
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arousing situations. This definition stresses a sub-
jective, reported experience of fear in a socially de-
fined inappropriate situation and a persistent behaviour 
of avoidance. Andrews expands this basic definition by 
two further propositions that by themselves are insuff-
icient to describe phobic behaviour but which together 
with the basic definition seem a clearer description of 
the phobic process. 
Andrews' first proposition deals with learned 
modes of approach. Individuals who have phobic problems 
as defined above are often characterized as dependent. 
This is termed the "Pattern of Dependence" in which the 
fearfulness manifested by phobic individuals "tends to 
evoke from others the care and protection which is part 
of the general dependence relationship" (p. 456). Other 
authors, speaking of phobias, seem to support this patt-
ern of dependence. For example Fry (1962), studying 
the marital relationship of phobic persons, found that 
the spouses were as anxious as the phobics and that many 
had been phobic themselves. His conclusion was that the 
phobia of one partner helped to protect both partners 
from separation because this allowed the more dominant 
partner to lead the weaker dependent one in important 
marital decisions. 
Leary (1957) has also observed dependency inter-
actions among his phobic clients. He has found that: 
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"Poignant, fearful helplessness in the 
first few moments of an interaction 
provokes tenderness and guidance from 
another. The effect of this behaviour 
is to train the "other one" to assume 
a strong friendly role" (p. 293). 
Fry and Leary both stress the social meaning of 
the phobic symptom. Among the psychoanalytic writers, 
Fenichel (1945) was the closest to this idea when he 
said that: 
"The phobic who fears his impulses or the 
subsequent punishment, tries to regain the 
favourable situation where external pro-
tection was available.... In this sense 
all phobics are children whose anxieties are 
soothed if mother sits by the bedside and 
holds their hand" (p. 206). 
As it is presented in the above descriptions, 
dependency is not central to the behavioural theories of 
neurosis. However, both Wolpe (1958) and Lazarus (1964) 
describe the typical phobic subjects as dependent, over-
protected, submitting, reticent, and attempting to win 
favour from others. 
Andrews' (1966) second proposition, which deals 
with the fear attached to the phobic object, is called 
the "Pattern of Avoidance". Phobics seem to avoid activ-
ity which involves independent self-assertive handling of 
the fear arousing situation. This seems true of all fear-
ful situations, not only the primary phobic one. This 
proposition is supported by Terhune (1949) and Leary (1957) 
who say that self-assertive action is impossible for a 
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phobic within the context of his dependent relationships. 
Others, (Sperling, 1952; Bornstein, 1949; and Friedman, 
1950) observed that phobics learn from their parents to 
consider assertion and closeness as incompatible and thus 
the phobia is seen as the only middle road between being 
assertive and losing the affection of parents, or being 
totally dependent and inviting the frustrated rejection 
of parents. 
There seems to be some agreement from Lazarus 
(1964) who sees avoidance as a general life pattern dev-
eloped in conjunction with dependence of parents as a way 
of coping with fear arousing situations. Wolpe (1958) 
chooses to consider the interpersonal difficulties to be 
a result of the avoidance habit rather than that there may 
be any purposive aspect to neurotic symptoms. 
Although the major schools of thought in clinical 
psychology have stressed the avoidance behaviour of the 
phobic, little attention has been paid to the dependency 
behaviour of the phobic. The foregoing discussion points 
to a need to perceive a phobia as a subjective, reported 
dimension of fear with patterns of dependency and patterns 
of avoidance predominating as the behavioural expression 
of this fear. The pattern of avoidance seems to be ade-
quately described by learning paradigms. The pattern of 
dependence seems to be more complex and requires a certain 
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amount of vigilance and approach. It is possible that 
the conflict between avoiding an object or a situation, 
(because for that person it has become genuinely fear 
evoking), and approaching it, (because this has in the 
past been reinforced by satisfaction of dependency needs), 
produces the anxiety that seems to accompany a phobia. 
Development of the Repression - Sensitization Scale 
A phobic as described in Andrews (1966) would 
have to be able to bring himself in contact with the 
phobic stimulus while never being surprised by it. Two 
options are available to him. Either he is vigilant to 
the extent of perceiving the phobic object anywhere or 
he completely denies the presence of the phobic object 
until it is unavoidable. Research relating to these 
possibilities is reviewed by Ericksen (1963), Byrne 
(1964) and Hartings (1968). This is presented below and 
was used by Byrne (1963 and 1964) to develop his Repress-
ion - Sensitization Scale. 
Bruner and Postman (1947 a, 1947 b) and Postman, 
Bruner and McGinnies (1948) introduced the idea of 'per-
ceptual defence' and 'perceptual vigilance' to account 
for lowered and heightened recognition thresholds res-
pectively of tachistoscopically presented words with 
possible threat connotations. Ericksen continued the 
perceptual defence trend of research when he established 
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that two modes of "ego-defence" to threat, (i.e., 
approach and avoidance), could be identified in percep-
tual, learning and memory tasks as well as in projective 
and personality tests, (Ericksen and Brown, 1956; 
Ericksen, 1952; and Ericksen and Lazarus, 1952). 
Individual response styles were found to be 
fairly consistent across different tasks and hence Bryne 
(1964) summarized this work as follows: 
"Those individuals who have difficulty in 
perceiving threatening material accurately 
also gave evidence of blocking, repression 
and avoiding when responding to stimuli in 
other contexts. Conversely, those who per-
ceive threatening stimuli as accurately as 
or more accurately than neutral stimuli res-
pond in other situations with intellectual-
ization, sensitization and general approach 
behaviour". (p. 172). 
In order to study the personality types that 
correlate with repression and sensitization, Alltochi 
et al (1960) combined several MMPI scales to obtain a 
single index of defence types. Byrne (1961 and 1964) 
and Byrne, Barry and Nelson (1963) further refined these 
scales and labelled the 182 MMPI items that resulted, 
the "Repression - Sensitization Scale". Of the total 
number of items, 127 are scored items and 55 are buffer 
items. Repressors are identified by low scores while 
Sensitizers are identified by high scores. An internal 
consistency item analysis was done by the above authors 
with two independent samples of 370 university students 
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each. Those 127 items which yielded a correlation with 
the total R - S score significant at the .001 level in 
both samples were retained. This revised scale was 
found to have a split - half reliability coefficient of 
.94 and a test - retest reliability of .82 after three 
months. 
Presumably, the repressor has learned to deal 
with stress by turning attention away from anxiety pro-
ducing stimuli and adopting a passive denying disposition. 
Lomont (1966) found that repression is positively related 
to the dominance a repressor attributes to himself. Also 
repression seems to be negatively related for both sexes 
to the discrepancy between a person's self-concept and 
their ideal self-concept in regard to dominance. It app-
ears then that the repressor's attitude may not be such a 
passive one for the repressor himself but rather to those 
that observe him. The sensitizer has been reinforced 
with anxiety reduction by watching for sources of threat, 
seizing on them and controlling them to his advantage, 
(Hartings, 1968). 
Research with the Repression - Sensitization scale 
has been to find behavioural correlates of the two modes 
of defence and to predict levels of adjustment. The 
first type of research is of a validating nature and will 
be briefly reviewed here. 
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Repressors have been found 1) to have greater 
selective forgetting of threatening material, (Gossett, 
1964); 2) to have higher recognition thresholds for ana-
gram words associated with failure, (Tempone, 1964 b); 
3) to report greater effort to suppress anxiety related 
to impending shock, (Hare, 1966); 4) to admit to less 
overt anxiety in response to sexually provocative mater-
ial, (Byrne and Sheffield, 1965); 5) to give greater 
physiological evidence of anxiety while verbally denying 
such feelings, (Lazarus and Alfert, 1964; Weinstein et 
al, 1968); 6) to have higher disturbance in verbal assoc-
iations to threatening words, (Lomont, 1965); and 7) to 
be more reluctant to elaborate upon threatening visual 
material, (Carroll, 1972). 
In 1964 Byrne concluded that when confronted by 
threatening or anxiety provoking situations, individuals 
on the two ends of the scale differ in the predicted 
direction in terms of memory, perception, and reported 
anxiety and that these differences are not manifest in 
neutral situations. 
This conclusion is held in some doubt today, as 
our knowledge of Repression - Sensitization has been 
modified by later research. Golin e_t al (1967) and 
Abbott (1972) found that the R - S and Taylor Manifest 
Anxiety Scales (MAS) correlated .86 to .88 in three in-
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dependent samples, (p. <.001). This seems to indicate 
that although used in different ways, these scales have 
roughly identical psychological meaning. These authors' 
analyses of factor loadings suggests that the MAS, the 
R - S and the Eysenck Personality Inventory - Neuroticism 
scales load relatively highly on factors called defensive-
ness and emotionality. 
Hoffman (1970) reviews several recent studies in 
this area and concludes that the R - S scale may not 
measure defence style quite as validly as Byrne purports 
that it does. His own results point out that in the pre-
sence of different levels of stress those who should 
theoretically avoid are not different in their response 
styles from those that theoretically should approach. He 
also found neutrals who use sensitization modes of defence 
more than do repressors while the "repressors" and the 
"sensitizers" did not differ. Merbaum and Badia (1967) 
obtained even more striking results. Their male repress-
ors appeared to approach painful stimuli while their male 
sensitizers seemed to avoid painful stimuli. 
Kahn and Schill (1971) modified the description 
of the Repression style by finding that in relation to 
threatening stimuli it is a defensive repressor who will 
avoid while a non-defensive repressor does not have this 
characteristic to the same degree. 
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When first published, the Repression - Sensi-
tization Scale was thought to be continuous, with rep-
ressors at one end and sensitizers at the other. Since 
both are considered to be modes of defence, an inverted 
U-shaped relationship between the R - S scale and meas-
ures of adjustment was expected. Since then, Tempone 
and Lamb (1967) and Dublin (1968) report that a number 
of studies have supported a linear relationship among 
the scores on the scale. According to these experi-
menters, high and middle scores on the scale are related 
to somewhat less well adjusted behaviours. This result 
was obtained by Baker and Hollis (1970) who tested 19 
males and 31 females in the Repressor category, and 14 
males and 36 females in the Sensitizer category. Their 
conclusions in this research was that,since these scores 
were linearly related,the scale really measures a tend-
ency toward sensitization and consequently should be re-
named. 
Weisman and.Ritter (1970) obtained similar re-
sults but found that sensitizers scored high in the de-
gree to which they were open to new experiences and in 
their ego strength. Their interpretation of these re-
sults included a capacity for sensitizers to effect 
significant and creative changes- in their relationship 
with others. It may well be that the sensitizers with 
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a tendency towards openness to themselves and their 
environment have, as a consequence, episodes of inner 
turmoil and conflict. This may be the reason why other 
investigators have found sensitizers to be less well ad-
justed generally. 
The R - S scale seems to separate phobics whose 
defence style includes avoidance from those whose de-
fence style includes approach with symbolic representa-
tions of threatening material. However, it is not cer-
tain if the scale will be equally effective with a pre-
sentation of the actual threatening object. The most 
direct means of investigating this question is to expose 
the phobic person to a live phobic object in a controlled 
setting. To assess the degree of approach or avoidance, 
the controlled setting provides an opportunity for the 
person to escape the object or to come closer to it. 
Such a technique was developed by Lang and Lazovick 
(1963) and is described more fully in the following 
section. 
The Behavioural Avoidance Test 
Two basic techniques have been used in the past 
to measure the amount of tolerance a phobic has for the 
phobic object. One, developed by Levis (1969), requires 
that the S remains stationary while the fear arousing 
stimulus comes to him in a moveable carriage. The avoid-
ance response consists of stopping the vehicle or closing 
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a small window exposing the fearful stimulus. A second 
technique, differing only in that the stimulus is fixed 
and the S is required to approach it, is the avoidance 
test developed by Lang and Lazovick (1963). 
Both of these techniques were employed by 
Borkovec and Craighead (1971) in a study designed to 
assess their relative merit. These authors report that 
these instruments were equally reliable and predictive 
of other self reports of fear concerning a particular 
phobic object. 
The technique developed by Lang and Lazovick 
(1963) was first used in a study designed to test the 
efficacy of desensitization. These researchers used 
college student volunteers who all reported an intense 
fear of non-poisonous snakes. A direct estimate of the 
S/s avoidance behaviour was obtained by confronting them 
with the phobic object. The S was informed that there 
was a non-poisonous snake confined in the next room and 
was asked to approach the container, to lift off its 
lid and to touch the snake if he was able. To increase 
the sensitivity of the avoidance test, the experimenters 
assigned a score from 1 to 19 which corresponded to the 
Ss closest approach in feet to the phobic object. Hold-
ing the snake was scored 1; touching the snake 2; the 
closest body part one foot away from the snake 3; two 
feet away 4; three feet away 5 and so on up to a score 
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of 19 for those J3s who refused to go to the test room. 
Although this system may have increased the 
scale's sensitivity, it probably did nothing to correct 
another problem inherent in the design. As the S comes 
closer to the phobic object, the probability of coming 
even more close lessens, (i.e., the distance from a 
score of 15 to 12 is probably more easily bridged than 
the distance from 5 to 2). Thus the scoring system of 
Lang and Lazovick is composed of ordinal measures. 
The results of the avoidance test were evaluated 
in two ways. The first is an absolute criterion in 
which touching or holding the snake constituted a "pass". 
The second measure was a scale score based on the distance 
from the snake to which a S was able to proceed. 
It was found that the reliability of this measure 
was high as the control Ss showed no change over 3 dif-
ferent testing sessions. A test - retest reliability 
score performed on combined data for control and experi-
mental S_'s, though significant, was somewhat low however, 
at .63. The authors also found that a desire to please 
the experimenter did not seem to affect the score toward 
greater approach. In relation to this finding, Bernstein 
and Nietzel (1973) and Borkovec (1974) found that the 
presence of the experimenter and the expectancy for change 
seemed to intensify a demand for approach even in a situa-
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tion where avoidance is legitimized. This seems to be 
a paradoxical result in that these same authors report 
that when the demand for approach is high a person's 
snake phobia appears worse and they touch the object 
less frequently. This does however, seem to support 
the Pattern of Dependence postulated by Andrews. 
Lang and Lazovick (1963) report a low positive 
relation, (r = .40), between the direct measure of avoid-
ance behaviour and the .S's verbal report of fear. Where-
as the avoidance test discriminated between control and 
experimental £3s immediately after the experiment, it was 
not until six months later that the subjective reports 
yielded the same finding. 
Rachman (1965, 1966 a and b) measured the degree 
of fear with this technique in a study involving desen-
sitization of 12 female spider phobics. He used instru-
ctions similar to those used by Lang and Lazovick but 
changed the scoring to be more sensitive to the greater 
difficulty in approach upon nearing the phobic object. A 
score of 0 indicates an ability to handle the spider 
freely; 1 = touching it for 3 to 10 seconds; 2 = a quick 
touch, to a maximum of 10 which indicates a position not 
closer than 5 yards away from the container. This allowed 
a more refined measure of the fear of spiders. Origin-
ally mean values clustered about a score of 7.5 and a 
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change in these values toward zero was attributed to 
the effect of the treatment. 
Although the Behavioral Avoidance Test is the 
best direct method for assessing approach toward a 
threatening object, it cannot measure this same tend-
ency to symbolic representations of the phobic object. 
However in real life situations the phobic person may 
stumble upon the feared object through pictures or words 
and it is in these modes that approach, as Andrews post-
ulates it, will occur. In order to measure a phobic 
person's tolerance of the feared object in the verbal 
mode a Word Association Test (WAT) was developed. While 
the R - S scale measures a general defence style which in-
cludes either approach or avoidance, the WAT is more a 
measure of cognitive defence. The background to the WAT, 
developed primarily by Rapaport (1946), is reviewed in 
the next section. 
The Word Association Test 
The technique of word associations has been used 
for many years as a means of discovering hidden processes 
in various types of j3s. Rapaport (1946) at the Menninger 
Clinic for example, used a scale of discrete free assoc-
iations, (where any single word response was acceptable), 
to uncover his client's unconscious conflict areas. He 
made the assumption that responses in free associations 
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yield information about the meaning of the stimulus and 
indicates that associations should be classed and sorted 
on the basis of their meaning. A problem with his tech-
nique of scoring the responses is that the meanings must 
be arrived at intuitively. Deese (1965) reviews 
Rapaport's position and discusses his psychometric use 
of the word associations. Rapaport assumes that response 
latency and relative frequency of occurrence differences 
among Ss or among the associations of any single S are 
due to differences in ego strength. This would make it 
easier for affective influences to disrupt the ordinary 
response tendencies. That is, a person with weaker ego 
strength would be able to rely less upon his usual de-
fences when an affective stimulus is presented in word 
associations. 
The Rapaport technique was investigated by Laffal 
and Feldman (1963) who found that single word associa-
tions screen out all but the most important categories 
of association. The actual responses to discrete versus 
continuous associations, that is, where the response to 
a stimulus word becomes the stimulus for the following 
association, differ considerably. Whereas the discrete 
associations elicit a single word which describes all of 
the response category, the continuous associations show 
an additional factor of chaining during which the response 
category is enlarged or refined by associations to the 
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preceding responses. 
Concerning word association tests, Murdock 
(1963) has stated an hypothesis which bears directly 
on the use of this technique in the present study. He 
says that during a WAT 
"Ss eliminate anywhere from 0 to n - 1 
alternatives as incorrect and then 
randomly choose among the remaining 
alternative associations," (p. 16). 
This assumption was further enlarged by Underwood 
(1963) who states the following: 
"When verbal units of more than one letter 
are used as nominal stimuli, whether or 
not stimulus selection occurs depends upon 
the meaningfulness of the unit as a whole; 
the higher the meaningfulness the less the 
selection". (p.47). 
It appears then, that the procedure of eliminat-
ing alternatives and choosing one from among those that 
are left operates with a rule of meaningfulness. Other 
data indicate that commonality and familiarity (Noble, 
1963), response set (Moran, 1966), and perceptual de-
tection (Jenkins, 1954 and 1960) may also affect this 
decision making. 
In a hierarchy of threatening stimulus words, 
when testing a person who is afflicted by the anxiety 
attached to that threatening stimulus, it would appear 
that the words with the greatest meaning would be those 
most similar in meaning to the threatening object they 
denote. For these words the selection among responses 
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would appear to be limited when compared to the responses 
possible for neutral words or words lower in the hier-
archy. For example in a "snake" hierarchy the concept of 
"poisonous reptile" would have a more specific meaning 
than "scales". Hence the number of possible responses 
in a WAT to the "poisonous reptile" idea is reduced com-
pared to responses to the idea of "scales". 
Sheffield (Goss, 1963) agrees with this supposi-
tion when he states that "the more specific and invariant 
the meaning of a word, the more effective it would be as 
a stimulus for an associative connection" (p. 124). 
Therefore, if a word has been associated in the prior 
history of the S with a dominant meaning, the probability 
that it will elicit an association in terms of this mean-
ing is very high. This he calls the distinctiveness of 
a word which is dependent upon the intrinsic meaning of 
the word to the S rather than a common, frequent or 
extrinsic meaning. 
Sheffield's hypothesis also includes mediating 
responses such as perceptual and emotional responses. 
Such a response may produce stimuli that are more distinc-
tive, (and therefore limit the choice of alternative res-
ponses) , than the verbal stimuli that evoke them. It is 
conceivable that the verbal stimuli used in the present 
study are capable of producing mediating responses. The 
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number of different possible associations would therefore 
be reduced. This should be especially so for ambiguous 
items which appear to be more susceptible to mediation 
through other responses. 
The technique of word associations has been 
subject to a great deal of research. The areas that will 
be looked at briefly in this review concern WAT's and 
indexes of personality, stress as a subject variable, and 
in studies of mild functional disabilities. 
A series of experiments have been conducted to 
relate personality factors to different measures of 
association response. Using the MMPI to measure person-
ality change, Jenkins (1960) found that the number of 
primary responses are negatively related to maladjust-
ment. In a study using response latency to measure 
associations to neutral and emotional stimuli, Ericksen 
(1952) was able to select Ss on the dimension of rep-
ression - sensitization. The reaction time of the rep-
ressor was related inversely to the recognition thres-
hold of the stimulus while the reaction time of the sen-
sitizers was not related so directly. In the same study, 
Ss who had a high memory for tasks they had failed were 
found to be sensitizers while Ss who remembered success 
were found to be repressors. 
Dunn et al (1958) found that the reaction time 
of impulsive, as compared to inhibited £>s was signifi-
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cantly shorter. In the same study Introverts were found 
to have a slightly longer reaction time. 
Galbraith and Lieberman (1972) tested reaction 
time of sensitizers and repressors to words with two 
possible interpretations - anxiety arousing or anxiety 
reducing. They supposed that repressors would engage in 
a non-threatening interpretation of the stimuli while the 
sensitizer would respond to these stimuli with conflict 
laden and emotional content. Although no difference 
between the repressors and the sensitizers.was found, 
the difference between the latency for test words (longer) 
and the neutral words (shorter) was significant for both 
groups. Sensitizers also responded with more associations 
to the sexual stimuli. 
Mandler and Mandler (1962) found no relationship 
between anxiety and reaction time to several types of 
stimuli, (CVC's, adjectives, photographs, Rorschach 
cards). This was also found by Teece and Glassco (1965) 
and by Nakamura and Wright (1965). In another study the 
reaction time to emotionally loaded stimuli proved to be 
higher for high anxious £>s than for low anxious Ss (Doris 
et al, 1963). 
Although there are many more data available from 
research with WATs, those presented in this section give 
some direction to the expectations from the WAT used in 
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this study. They highlight the fact that personality 
effects are strong in associations. The combination of 
sensitization and extraversion seems to reduce the length 
of the reaction time while the combination of repression 
and introversion seems to lengthen reaction time. Neuro-
ticism of the respondent and the emotional content of 
the stimulus also affect the results. 
The following section is similar to the present 
section in that it describes measuresof approach toward 
symbolic representations of threatening stimuli. It will 
briefly investigate the results of presenting threatening 
material in ambiguous pictorial form. 
The Scale of Ambiguous Pictures 
Ambiguous stimuli have been used for many years 
to explore personality structures among clinical and 
experimental populations. Such established devices as 
the Holtzman and Rorschach inkblots, the Thematic 
Apperception Test and the Children's Apperception Test 
now enjoy widespread use in diagnostic practice. These 
techniques assume that the person tested will structure 
his interpretation in terms of his major personality 
dynamics. 
A similar assumption is made for the scale of 
ambiguous pictures used in the present study. This 
scale of pictures is composed of 10 photographs ranging 
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from zero to ten in terms of their spider content. The 
S is required to describe each picture and the point at 
which he first perceives a spider is recorded. Since 
the dimension of repression - sensitization is based upon 
visual perceptual defence, it is expected that the re-
pressor, who uses an avoiding style to threatening stim-
uli, will defend against seeing the fearful object. The 
sensitizer, on the other hand, is perceptually more 
vigilant and therefore should perceive this stimulus 
earlier. 
Carroll (1972) using photographic slides of sex-
ual stimuli and a checklist of "feeling words", estab-
lished that repressors were more reluctant to elaborate 
upon their visual experience than sensitizers. The im-
pact of his study was somewhat reduced by the lack of a 
control group exposed to neutral stimuli. However, the 
difference between the performance of repressors and 
sensitizers was clearly obtained. This result may be 
explained in terms of anxiety. The visual material may 
have induced anxiety in the persons tested and, char-
acteristically, repressors denied the feeling aspect of 
their experience while sensitizers intellectualized 
their experience. 
In keeping with the perceptual defence work of 
Bruner and Postman (1947 a, 1947 b), repressors in the 
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preceding study may not have perceived the threatening 
content of the stimuli. This may be an explanation for 
the results of Dublin's (1968) study, in which 116 fresh-
men were presented with Rorschach and Holtzman inkblots 
and declarative statements. These people were asked to 
rate the ambiguity of each item and a latency of response 
measure was obtained. As was predicted by Byrne's (1964) 
theory, the sensitizers were able to admit more ambiguity 
and responded more quickly to the stimuli. 
It appears from these studies, that visually 
presented threatening stimuli are responded to in char-
acteristic fashion by repressors and sensitizers. Not 
only do sensitizers tolerate more ambiguity but also 
they are able to respond more quickly to the emotional 
content. A similar pattern of results is expected in 
this study not only with visual presentations but in the 
WAT and the Behavioral Avoidance Scale. 
The personality dimension of extraversion -
introversion has been related to that of repression -
sensitization in several studies which were briefly re-
ported in the section dealing with the WAT. This rela-
tion will be more fully described in the following 
section. Since the Eysenck Personality Inventory is gen-
erally considered to be a good measure of extraversion, 
the research to be described will be primarily concerned 
with that scale. 
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The Eysenck Personality Inventory 
The work of Eysenck (1957) and Eysenck and 
Rachman (1965) has contributed a great deal to our under-
standing of neurotic behaviour. Their learning approach 
to phobic behaviour has never been clearly related to 
the approaching behaviour ascribed by Andrews (1966) 
to the R - S scale. An initial exploration of the possi-
ble links between the Eysenck Personality Inventory -
Extraversion scale (EPI - E) and the R - S scale will be 
made in this study. 
According to these authors, a phobia is a learned 
response. Any neutral stimulus can develop phobic poten-
tial if paired temporally and spatially with a fear pro-
ducing state of affairs. This may be a single traumatic 
event (Woodward, 1959) or several temporally related 
events of lesser traumatic value producing autonomic 
reactions. The neutral stimuli that are of relevance 
in the fear producing situation are more likely to dev-
elop phobic qualities than weak or irrelevant stimuli. 
These neutral stimuli will, through association, become 
connected to the unconditioned stimulus which gave rise 
to the traumatic situation. Through repetition of the 
pairing, the phobia will become strengthened. The 
phobic person need not remain in the presence of the now 
conditioned stimulus which elicits the fear reaction. By 
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escaping he develops a secondary conditioned habit of 
avoidance. 
It is likely that the person so conditioned 
becomes motivated to be extremely perceptive of envir-
onmental cues. The early recognition of the stimulus 
that will elicit the fear reaction has a high pay off 
for the phobic person. If this person persists in 
avoidance behaviour then extinction becomes less likely 
and the phobia becomes well established. 
Recently, Hartings (1968) has attempted to re7 
late conditioning and learning theory to repression and 
sensitization experimentally. He argued that the 'def-
ensive arousal" associated with sensitization defences 
might be understood as the tendency to generalize a 
pain avoidant response previously reinforced by the 
avoidance of harm. In an operant paradigm, 80 undergrad-
uate Ss could obtain reward and shock avoidance for cor-
rect responding to masculine and feminine words respect-
ively. It was hypothesised that during the test phase 
where words ambiguous as to sexual connotation were pre-
sented, the frequency of shock avoidant responses would 
be related to sensitization defences. This was reported 
to be so on the basis of a significant correlation, 
(r = +.25), between sensitization scores and shock avoid-
ant responses. This Hartings concluded, supported the 
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argument for a broad generalization gradient of defen-
sive responses in sensitizing Ss. Other significant 
rank order correlations near -.30 indicated that sensi-
tizers did not condition as well as repressors. These 
results, based on a large number of Ss, suggest that 
conditioning may be related to repression. 
Hartings further suggests that two response 
systems to threat may underly repression - sensitization. 
The repressive system can be characterized by increased 
autonomic reactivity and the sensitizing system charact-
erized by decreased autonomic responsiveness. 
Axtel and Cole (1971) also interpret repression -
sensitization in behavioural terms. They conceptualize 
the cue producing qualities of words and thoughts as the 
primary mechanism of repression. Repression phenomena 
are seen as instances of avoidance training in which an 
individual learns not to verbalize or think particular 
thoughts that refer to the self. The repressor also has 
learned to avoid potentially anxiety evoking cues simply 
by using non-response, to minimize the amount of stim-
ulus input which might be provided by the environment. 
Since the repression - sensitization dimension 
seems to be useful for predicting the mode of defensive 
responding, and since the learning theory of Eysenck 
seems to provide some indications of the acquisition of 
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a neurosis, specifically phobias, it seems useful to 
find the empirical links between these areas of re-
search. The correlational studies reported in the 
following paragraphs begin to clarify these links. 
Stein and Harrison (1967) found significant 
correlations between extreme scores on the EPI extra-
version scale and the repression - sensitization scores. 
Extraverts were also repressors and introverts were 
sensitizers. Piatt et al (1971) and Hinchiff (1971) 
found that the EPI extraversion scale and the MMPI 
social introversion scale (which contributes heavily 
to the R - S scale), were significantly negatively re-
lated. This relation was greater for female S_s than 
for male Sis. Cohen and Oziel (1972) also found that 
extraversion was correlated with repression while sen-
sitization was related to the neuroticism scale of the 
EPI. Dana and Cocking (1969) indicate similar findings 
with stress. Stein (1971) found conflicting results 
concerning the Maudsley Personality Inventory on which 
the EPI is based. He found moderate but significant 
positive correlations between scores of the MPI and 
the R - S scale. Very little other work has been done 
in this area and it is hoped that this study will aid 
in clarifying the relationships that exist. 
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Summary and Statement of Hypotheses 
At the beginning of this paper a testable de-
finition of phobic behaviour patterns was presented. 
Integrating the work of psychoanalytical writers and 
behaviour therapists, Andrews (1966) proposed that 
phobic behaviours may be classed into a Pattern of De-
pendence or Pattern of Avoidance. He implied that while 
avoidance was the most obvious manifestation of a phobic 
fear reaction, approach was necessary for the phobic to 
use his phobia in maintaining dependency upon others in 
his environment. Although Andrews' review was extensive 
he offered no means for identifying the approaching phobic 
person. 
Work done by Byrne (1961, 1964), which culminated 
in the Repression - Sensitization Scale, may provide 
these means. The R - S scale, which is based on the 
perceptual defence work of the Bruner-Postman group, is 
composed of 182 MMPI items. High scorers on this scale 
are called "Sensitizers" and are people who defend against 
threat with intellectualization and general approach be-
haviour. Low scorers are called "Repressors" and are 
people who defend by blocking and avoiding the threat-
ening stimulus. The present study is primarily concerned 
with whether the R - S scale will adequately separate 
phobic sensitizers from phobic repressors. Generally, it 
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is expected that repressing phobic persons will defend 
themselves against the phobic stimulus by denial and 
avoidance. Sensitizing phobics, by contrast, will be 
more perceptive of the stimulus and will appear to 
approach it. Specifically the following hypothesis 
concerning admission of fear is made: 
In self-ratings of fear of spiders the 
ratings of spider phobic repressors are 
expected to be lower than the ratings of 
spider phobic sensitizers. 
The means whereby the R - S scale can be vali-
dated were introduced in the review of the literature. 
These were the Behavioral Avoidance Test, The Word 
Association Test, and the Ambiguous Picture Test. Of 
these, the Behavioral Avoidance Test is a direct measure 
of a person's avoidance of a threatening stimulus. De-
veloped by Lang and Lajgpvick (1963) , it measures how close 
a person is able to come to the phobic object. Consequ-
ently, it provides a direct test of the R - S scale with 
phobic persons. The hypothesis concerning this measure 
is that 
Repressors who are fearful are unable to 
approach a spider in a glass case. Sensi-
tizers are expected to come much closer and 
thereby to score much lower than repressors 
on this measure. An interaction effect 
between the degree of fear reported on the 
self-ratings and Repression - Sensitization 
scores is also expected in these avoidance 
scores. 
A second measure to validate the R - S scale is 
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the WAT. The technique of Word Associations, used in 
the present study, was developed by Rapaport (1946) and 
is composed of several test words hidden among neutral 
words. The point at which a person associates a spider 
related word to the test words is the measure of his 
cognitive defence toward the phobic object. Specifically 
the hypothesis dealing with this scale is that 
Phobic repressors will associate spider 
related content later in the scale than 
sensitizers. Also, it is expected that 
repressors' reaction time to test words 
will be longer than that for sensitizers. 
A scale of ambiguous pictures will be used as a 
measure of approach with pictorial presentations of the 
phobic stimulus. The scale and the WAT are included be-
cause a phobic person may avoid or approach symbolic 
representations of the phobic object as well as the act-
ual object. The ambiguous picture scale is composed of 
10 pictures which range from being entirely unrelated to 
spiders to being only of a spider. The point at which 
a spider is perceived is the measure of perceptual de-
fence against the phobic object. The theory underlying 
the R - S scale predicts different responses for sensi-
tizers and repressors. Consequently the following hypo-
thesis is made: 
It is expected that fearful repressors will 
defend against ambiguity by not perceiving a 
spider in the ambiguous picture scale until 
the end of the scale where they can no longer 
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avoid a picture that is obviously of a spider. 
Sensitizers, on the other hand, are hypothe-
sised to perceive a spider much earlier in 
the scale than repressors. Therefore the 
sensitizers will score significantly lower 
than repressors on this measure. 
In the review, the theoretical and empirical 
links of the Repression - Sensitization and Extraversion -
Introversion dimensions were introduced. The available 
literature indicated that the R - S and the EPI - E scales 
measuring these dimensions are negatively related. It 
has been found that introverts generally use similar de-
fence strategies to sensitizers and that extraverts use 
similar defence styles to repressors. This relation will 
be investigated with the following hypothesis: 
It is expected that the Repression - Sensi-
tization score will correlate negatively 
with scores on the EPI - extraversion scale. 
Also sensitizers will be significantly more 
introverted than repressors. 
In summary, Andrews' (1966) postulate that phobics 
may approach,will be tested in this study with a direct 
measure of avoidance. This same postulate will be tested 
with indirect measures of approach/avoidance such as the 
WAT and the scale of ambiguous pictures. The phobics 
used in this study will have been selected on the basis 
of their R - S score and it is expected that repressors 
will avoid while sensitizers will approach the threaten-
ing stimulus in each of the above measures. Finally, the 
EPI - E scale will be related to the R - S measure. 
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If the stated hypotheses are supported, then 
the use of the R - S scale in clinical diagnosis would 
be advised. The R - S scale would aid in identifying 
those phobics who may not be helped by traditional 
therapy methods. Also, a case may then be made against 
describing phobias only in terms of avoidance. 
Method 
Subjects 
Pre-selection S_s were drawn from the subject 
pool of the Department of Psychology of the University 
of New Brunswick. They were invited to volunteer for 
this study by signing an appointment card posted on a 
prominent bulletin board. 
Subjects were selected on the basis of their 
self-rated fear of spiders and the R - S scale scores. 
This procedure is more fully described in Appendix A. 
Those pre-selection subjects who were not suit-
able for the experiment proper were sent a brief resume 
of the study of most common fears in New Brunswick along 
with thanks for their participation. 
From the sampled undergraduates the following 
two groups were selected: 
a) Phobic Repressors 
These were all subjects who scored at least a 2 on the 
fear of spiders criterion and who scored equal to or less 
than 35 on the Repression - Sensitization scale. This 
group was composed of 10 female and 20 male subjects who 
were all members of the introductory course in psychology 
and who all had volunteered to participate in this study. 
b) Phobic Sensitizers 
These were all subjects who scored at least a 2 on the 
fear of spiders criterion and who scored equal to or 
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greater than 65 on the Repression - Sensitization scale. 
This included 19 female and 11 male subjects who were 
equivalent to the Repressor group in that they had 
volunteered and were members of the introductory course 
in psychology. 
Measuring Instruments 
a) Most Common Fear Questionnaire: This scale 
was developed in response to a need to have a simple way 
of obtaining a person's self-evaluation on fear of spiders 
without him realizing that he was being evaluated on this 
fear. Consequently 15 common objects or situations of 
which people might be fearful are listed in random order. 
Under each listed fear is printed an 8 point scale rang-
ing from 0 to 7. Zero in these cases indicates no fear 
at all of the object or situation in question while 7 in-
dicates a very strong fear. The fear of spiders was ran-
domly placed as the third fear on the list. This scale 
with its instructions is presented in Appendix B. 
b) Repression - Sensitization Scale: This scale 
was presented at the same time as the above and was in-
cluded to select those phobic persons who were either 
repressors or sensitizers. The 182 items of which this 
scale is composed are taken from the MMPI. With each 
item, the respondent is required to choose between True 
or False and to record his choice on the answer sheet. 
The instructions to the R - S scale are presented in 
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Appendix C. 
c) Word Association Test: This scale was used 
as a measure of cognitive defence to words with threat-
ening content for spider phobic persons. It is based 
on the scale developed by Rapaport and his colleagues 
(1946) and uses the first seventeen neutral (or buffer) 
words of that original scale. The Rapaport test words, 
which had to do with sexual content, have been replaced 
by a list of 8 words varying in spider relatedness. 
These words are placed in the positions of Rapaport's 
first 8 sexual stimulus words and begin with the word 
SKY which is least associated with the concept 'spider'. 
The rest of the words increase in associative strength 
to the concept 'spider' and are INTRICATE, FLY, POISON, 
INSECT, SPINNING, WEB and SPIDER. 
The Word Association Scale as it has been devel-
oped was used to measure the spider phobic's reaction 
to spider connoting words. This was done using two 
measures. The first was a measure of the response 
latency, (i.e., the Reaction Time), of the S_'s Associa-
tions. The second measure was the value of the stimulus 
word (from 1 to 8) to which the word "spider" is first 
associated. Thus if an S associates "spider" to SPINNING 
then he will receive a score of 6 on this measure which 
is the position of SPINNING in the Word Association Scale. 
In cases where an S associates a spider related word to 
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a neutral word on the scale, it will be scored with a 1 
since SKY is held to be a neutral word and is scored by 
1. The development of the WAT is presented in Appendix 
D. 
d) Ambiguous Picture Stimuli: A second area in 
which a person may defend is in his perception of threat-
ening stimuli. The scale of Ambiguous Pictures is in-
tended to provide an indication of the point at which a 
spider phobic person will interpret the stimulus in terms 
of its spider content - either imagined or'actual. The 
scale is composed of 10 pictures made by superimposing a 
photographic slide of a spider onto a slide of a woods 
scene. These pictures are black and white, 4 by 5 inch 
glossy prints printed on Kodak high contrast, (f3) double 
weight paper. Their subject matter ranges from the first 
picture which is entirely about a woods scene with trees, 
shrubs, ground and a bit of sky; through pictures C, D 
and E which show the same woods scene and in which darker 
and fuzzier forms become discernable; through pictures G 
and H in which these forms become more clearly parts of 
some sort of insect; to the last picture which is clearly 
of nothing but a spider. While the spider content of 
these pictures is gradually becoming more clear and dis-
cernable, the woods content of the pictures is gradually 
fading in brightness and clarity until in the last pic-
ture it is not at all clear of what the background con-
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sists. The scale and the method used to construct it 
are more fully presented in Appendix E. 
e) Eysenck Personality Inventory, (form B): The 
Eysenck Personality Inventory is developed from the items 
of the old Maudsley Personality Inventory. The EPI is 
of the forced choice "yes - no" type with two parallel 
forms, (A and B), each consisting of the 24 item E scale, 
the 24 item N scale and the 9 item Lie scale. The in-
structions to form B, which is used in this study, are 
presented in Appendix F. 
Cline who reviewed the literature concerning 
this scale in Buros (1972, pg. 163), finds that "for those 
who wish to measure the dimension of neuroticism - stabil-
ity and/or extraversion-introversion the EPI is probably 
the best instrument now available and certainly is backed 
by superior research". For this reason, as well as its 
advantages of being easy to understand for the subject, 
easy to administer and score, and that it takes only 
minutes to complete, it has been included in this study 
to measure the Extraversion-introversion dimension. 
Apparatus 
This experiment took place in two rooms across 
from each other in a narrow hallway in the research area 
of the psychology building of the University of New 
Brunswick. This was a climate controlled area and was 
silent and away from general traffic in the building. 
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In the testing room, (room A), two chairs faced 
each other across a small desk. On this desk was placed 
the reaction timer, the pencil and paper test materials, 
and two microphones. 
The second room, (room B), contained a table 
with an aquarium placed on it in such a way that it could 
be seen from the E's position in room A. This aquarium 
contained two spiders, 1% inches in diameter. They were 
grey-brown, not harmful to man and clearly visible on 
the white bottom of the aquarium. This bottom was slight-
ly inclined toward the back of the aquarium so that the 
spiders would be visible from a distance. The spiders 
were obtained from the basement of a tropical fish store 
where the climate was warm and humid. To provide humid-
ity for the aquarium and so that the spiders would live 
longer, a dish of water was placed in one corner in such 
a manner that the spiders could not hide behind it. 
The reaction timer, (model W 158 produced by the 
C.H. Stoelting Co. of Chicago), was capable of measuring 
to l/100th of a second. It operated silently and had a 
large circular face which could be read easily and quickly. 
The reaction timer was operated by an electronic voice key, 
(produced by R. Gerbrands of Arlington Mass.) with two 
microphones. One microphone was used by the E to start 
the timer when he pronounced the stimulus word while the 
other microphone controlled the stopping of the timer 
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when the S pronounced the response word. The sensitivity 
of the microphones could be adjusted so that the normal 
conversational tone of the S was sufficient to stop the 
timer. After each reading it was necessary to reset the 
timer manually. 
Procedures 
Those Ss who qualified for the study were con-
tacted by telephone by the assistant and an appointment 
was arranged. The assistant was instructed to arrange 
the S_s for any particular day in a random order so that 
the E would not know whether he was testing a repressor 
or a sensitizer. If an S selected randomly could not 
keep the appointment scheduled for him the next day, he 
was scheduled for a time that was suitable for him pro-
viding this did not conflict with other appointments. 
These J3s usually elected to make an appointment for the 
evening. Consequently the testing times ranged from 
9:30 in the morning to 7:30 at night. 
When the J> arrived at the prearranged time he 
was met by the E in the hallway and invited to come into 
room A and to sit in the chair closest to the door. He 
was given a few moments to orient himself. Then the E 
introduced himself stating that this piece of research 
was a continuation of the previous day's testing. Any 
questions about both parts of the procedure were deferred 
until the session was completed. The E next explained 
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the function of the reaction time apparatus and intro-
duced the Word Association Test by presenting the in-
structions as in Appendix G. It was stressed to the S 
that there were no right or wrong answers and that the 
E was looking for the first reaction to each word. 
During the Word Association Test the E wrote 
down the responses and the reaction times. His left arm 
covered the stimulus words so that it was impossible for 
the S_ to read them upside down. After the Word Associa-
tion Test was completed the reaction timer was turned off 
and the microphones laid aside. The instructions for the 
Ambiguous Picture Test were then presented as in Appendix 
H. The S_ was told that for each black and white picture 
he was required to describe exactly what he saw. 
While these instructions were presented, the E 
made sure that all pictures were in the correct order. 
The first picture was then exposed on the desk in front 
of the S_. He was allowed to pick it up and to turn it 
around if he so preferred. He was not allowed to see 
more than one picture at a time, however, to reduce the 
amount of comparing that he could do. While the S ver-
balized the responses, the E wrote them down. 
After the S_ had completed the Ambiguous pictures, 
he was presented with the Eysenck Personality Inventory. 
The instructions for this scale indicated that the items 
surveyed behaviour, feelings and opinions and that a 
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YES/NO choice was required for each. The-S_ was cautioned 
concerning an item with ambiguous meaning and was re-
quested to work as quickly as possible. 
When this was completed the Behavioral Avoid-
ance Test was explained and the S was asked whether he 
would be prepared to do this part of the study. This was 
done so that the procedures in this study would not in-
fringe upon the rights of the Ss and so that no S_ would 
continue against his will or from a need to please the 
experimenter. The instructions for the Behavioral Avoid-
ance Test were presented verbally and stressed the idea 
that the spiders in the aquarium were ordinary, relative-
ly harmless house spiders. The S was requested to go to 
the aquarium and to pick up the spider if he felt able 
to do so. These instructions are presented in Appendix G. 
When an Si refused to approach the spider he was 
first encouraged to proceed and then asked to return to 
the experimental room. While the S was occupied in or 
near room B the E observed his performance from room A. 
The aquarium was placed in such a way that the E could 
observe the S/s movements without appearing to watch him. 
This was done to reduce the demand characteristics of 
this procedure. 
Results 
This section describes and analyses the data 
collected from 30 phobic repressors and sensitizers. 
The distribution of the R - S scores and that of self-
reported fear scores are generally described. A section 
devoted to testing each of the hypotheses under the 
headings of Word Association Scale, Ambiguous Pictures, 
Avoidance Test and Eysenck Personality Inventory follows 
the general description. 
The R - S scores of the phobic repressors were 
described by a mean of 27.4 and a standard deviation of 
5.16. The R - S scores of sensitizers were described by 
a mean of 71.0 and a standard deviation of 10.59. As 
would be expected from the selection method, these two 
groups are highly different in average score (t = 20.27, 
p < .05) . 
In the self rating of fear, repressors were ex-
pected to rate themselves lower in fear of spiders than 
sensitizers. In Table 1, the self rated fear scores 
for both repressors and sensitizers are presented. For 
each point on the scale, the number of persons who placed 
themselves at that point in fear of spiders is listed. 
Of the repressors, 24 out of 30 persons, or 80%, rated 
their fear of spiders "low", (two, three and four in a 
seven point scale). However, for sensitizers, only 16 
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Table 1 
Self-reported Fear Rating of 
Repressors and Sensitizers 
Number of Subjects 
Fear Rating 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
Repressors 
12 
7 
5 
4 
1 
1 
Sensitizers 
7 
4 
5 
6 
3 
5 
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out of 30 persons, or 53%, rated their fear of spiders 
"low". The mean fear rating for repressors was 3.27, 
(s.d. = 1.39), and for sensitizers was 4.30, (s.d. = 
1.78). These means were significantly different, 
(t = 2.504, p<T-05). Hence repressors admitted to less 
fear than sensitizers and this part of the hypothesis 
may be accepted. 
Fear rating scores were also significantly re-
lated to R - S scale scores (p<?.05). The whole re-
pression - sensitization scale correlated +.63 with fear 
while repressor's scores alone correlated +.75 with fear 
and sensitizer's scores correlated +.54 with fear. Hence 
the theory underlying the personality dimension of R - S, 
which would predict fear avoidance in repressors, is 
validated by the self-rating data. The relation between 
self-rated fear and the R - S dimension appears to be 
stronger for repressors than for sensitizers. 
Word Association Test 
The first hypothesis concerns predicted differ-
ences between repressors and sensitizers on several 
measures of defence style. The results of the Word 
Association Test will first be investigated. There were 
three dependent measures in the use of the WAT, which 
were 1) the point (or test word) at which a S_ would 
associate the word "spider" (or the name of a spider), 
2) the reaction time of the point at which "spider" was 
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associated, and 3) the number of disturbances in the 
association test. In Table 2 the number of repressors 
and sensitizers who associated the word "spider" to 
various test words are presented. 
Of the words in the scale where "spider" is 
first associated, WEB elicited "spider" for 71.67% of 
all S_s, (83.3% of repressors, 60% of sensitizers). 
INSECT elicited "spider" for 23.3% of sensitizers 
while 6.67% of all Ss did not associate "spider" with 
any of these stimulus words. At no time did repressors 
associate "spider" with a word earlier in the scale than 
WEB while 11 sensitizers, (36.6%) did associate "spider" 
earlier. The mean point at which repressors associated 
"spider" was 7.27 (s.d. = 0.64) while the mean for sen-
sitizers on this measure was 6.37 (s.d. = 1.16). These 
means are significantly different at the p <C. 05 level 
of confidence, (t = 4.358). It appears that sensitizers 
thought of and verbalized the concept "spider" earlier 
in the WAT than repressors. The hypothesis that sensi-
tizers would associate spider content earlier in the 
scale than repressors may therefore be accepted. 
A second prediction was made concerning differ-
ences in reaction time between repressors and sensitizers. 
It was expected that sensitizers would respond more 
quickly to test words in the WAT than repressors. In 
Table 3 the mean RT and standard deviation of the words 
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Table 2 
Number of Repressors and Sensitizers 
Who Associated "Spider" to 
Various Test Words 
Test Word 
Sky 
Intricate 
Fly 
Poison 
Insect 
Spinning 
Web 
Spider 
Did not 
Associate 
Spider 
Value of 
Association 
Point 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
Number of 
Repressors 
-
-
-
-
-
25 
2 
3 
Subjects 
Sensitizers 
-
1 
-
7 
3 
18 
-
1 
Table 3 
Mean Reaction Time and S.D. for 
Repressors and Sensitizers on 
Test Words in WAT 
Reaction Time in Seconds 
Test Word 
Sky 
Intricate 
Fly 
Poison 
Insect 
Spinning 
Web 
Spider 
Repre 
Mean 
0.805 
1.034 
1.014 
0.906 
0.935 
0.790 
0.684 
0.841 
ssors 
s.d. 
0.590 
0.268 
0.486 
0.530 
0.518 
0.436 
0.342 
0.433 
Sensitizers 
Mean 
0.701 
1.435 
1.204 
1.562 
1.017 
0.801 
0.798 
1.920 
s.d. 
0.408 
0.842 
0.607 
1.515 
0.505 
0.409 
0.270 
1.650 
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associated with each of the test words are displayed. 
The overall mean RT for repressors is 0.88 seconds and 
for sensitizers is 1.07 seconds. The difference between 
these means is not significant, (t = 1.436). Thus the 
RT for sensitizers and repressors to all the test words 
is not different and this part of the hypothesis cannot 
be accepted. 
The mean RT for repressors to the words which 
elicited a "spider" response was 0.68 seconds while for 
sensitizers this was 1.01 seconds. These means were 
significantly different (t = 2.687, p<.05). Therefore, 
even though repressors and sensitizers reacted equally 
quickly to all the test words, their RT to the words 
where they associated "spider" was different. Repress-
ors reacted more quickly to the affect laden words than 
sensitizers. Since the hypothesis dealing with this 
difference predicted that sensitizers would react more 
quickly than repressors, this part of the hypothesis 
cannot be accepted. 
The relation of the RT on test words to RT 
on neutral words was also investigated. For repressors 
it was expected that test words would elicit a reaction 
more slowly than neutral words. The mean RT to test 
words of 0.88 seconds was found not to be different from 
the mean RT to neutral words of 1.00 seconds. A signi-
ficant Pearson Product Moment Correlation of +.85 was 
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obtained, however, indicating that RT to test words in-
creased or decreased in positive relation to RT to 
neutral words, (p<.05). 
For sensitizers this relation (r = +0.57, p<.05) 
is also significant indicating that a similar relation 
exists between test neutral words for repressors and sen-
sitizers. The difference between a mean RT of 1.07 sec-
onds on test words and a mean RT of 0.91 seconds on 
neutral words indicates that sensitizers took a signifi-
cantly longer time to react to test words, which were 
threatening to them, than to neutral words which had no 
affective connotation (t = 2.704, p<.05). 
In Table 4 the number and kinds of "disturbances" 
in reactions to test words are presented. Disturbances 
consist of a RT of 2.50 or over and failures to respond. 
Of the repressors, 83.3% did not respond with any dis-
turbances on the test words of the WAT, while of the 
sensitizers 46.6% did not. 
When the actual number of disturbances elicited 
from each repressor was compared to the expected number 
of disturbances, it was found that the obtained scores 
2 
did not differ from the expected scores (X = 23.60, 
p>.05). The same finding was obtained for sensitizers' 
2 disturbances, (X = 23.01, p>.05). It appears that the 
hypothesis of a greater number of disturbances in the 
responses of sensitizers to test words on a WAT is not 
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Table 4 
Number of Disturbances 
to Test Words in WAT 
Kind of Disturbance 
RT over 2.50 seconds 
Failures 
Total 
Repressors Sensitizers 
Number per 
Number Person 
1 .033 
4 .133 
5 .166 
Number per 
Number Person 
8 .233 
9 .300 
17 .533 
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supported by these results. 
Ambiguous Picture Test 
A second hypothesis dealt with a predicted 
differential response to ambiguous pictures for re-
pressors and sensitizers. It was predicted that re-
pressors would defend perceptually against seeing spider 
content in ambiguous pictures until later in the scale 
than sensitizers. In Table 5 the number of repressors 
and sensitizers who interpreted each picture in the 
Ambiguous Picture Scale in terms of spider content are 
presented. 
The mean point at which repressors perceived a 
spider is 7.33 while the sensitizers' score is 6.16. 
Previous research has related perceptual defence to 
threat and therefore this analysis is concerned with 
the effect of R - S defence style on Ambiguous Picture 
scores as well as the interaction of defence style and 
self-reported fear rating. In Table 6, the results of a 
two-way factor analysis of the effect of R - S scores 
and fear rating on the Ambiguous Picture Scale scores, 
are presented. Earlier in these results it was reported 
that repressors admitted to less fear than sensitizers 
in the self report measure of fear. Also it was estab-
lished that repressors scored lower on the R - S measure 
than sensitizers. This present analysis will seek to 
determine whether different responses in the scale of 
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Table 5 
The Point Where a Spider Was Perceived 
by Repressors and Sensitizers 
in Ambiguous Pictures 
P i c t u r e 
Number 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
n o t p e r c e i v e d 
Number 
R e p r e s s o r s 
-
-
3 
5 
4 
3 
5 
4 
4 
2 
-
of S u b j e c t ' s 
S e n s i t i z e r s 
2 
1 
7 
1 
8 
5 
-
1 
-
2 
1 
60 
Table 6 
Analysis of the Effect of R - S Scores and 
Fear Rating on the Ambiguous Picture 
Scale Scores 
Sources of Variation 
R - (R - S score) 
C - (Fear Rating) 
R x C 
Within Cells 
SS 
45.34 
.17 
37.01 
305.42 
df 
1 
1 
1 
56 
Ms 
45.35 
.17 
37.01 
5.45 
F 
8.22* 
.03 
6.79* 
•Significant at oC = .05 
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ambiguous pictures are due to typical defence style 
(R - S score) or to the fear of spiders as rated by 
the S_s themselves. To this end, those who scored 2, 
3 or 4 on the fear rating scale (low fear) and those 
who scored 5, 6 or 7 on the fear rating scale (high 
fear) are compared across repressor and sensitizer 
groups. 
From the above analysis both the main effect of 
repression - sensitization and the interactive effect 
of R - S and self-reported fear influenced the point 
at which S_s perceived a spider in the scale of pict-
ures, (p <T.05) . The hypothesis that repressors would 
not perceive a spider until later in the scale than 
sensitizers is confirmed. However, the self-rating 
of fear toward spiders did not have an effect on the 
point where a spider is first perceived. 
A further Newman-Keuls analysis summarized in 
Table 7, demonstrated that highly fearful sensitizers 
(HS) perceived a spider earlier (p<:.05) in the ambig-
uous picture scale than low fearful sensitizers (LS), 
highly fearful repressors (HR), and low fearful rep-
ressors (LR). Similarly, the HR group defended against 
the spider stimulus by perceiving it later than LR, HS 
and LS groups. This finding is in accord with previous 
research and supports the hypothesis in question. 
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Table 7 
A Newman-Keuls Analysis of the Ranked Means 
of HS, HR, LS, and LR Groups in the 
Ambiguous Picture Scale Scores 
HS 
LS 
LR 
HR 
X 
5 . 3 6 
6 . 8 8 
7 . 0 4 
8 . 5 0 
HS 
5 .36 
LS 
6 . 8 8 
1.52* 
LR 
7 . 0 4 
1 .68* 
0 . 1 6 
HR 
8 .50 
3 . 1 4 * 
1 .62* 
1 .46* 
•Significant at <C = .05 
Note; HS = highly fearful sensitizers 
HR = highly fearful repressors 
LS = low fearful sensitizers 
LR = low fearful repressors 
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The Behavioral Avoidance Test 
In a separate hypothesis it was expected that 
repressors would avoid (i.e., not come as close to) a 
live spider and that sensitizers would approach (i.e., 
come closer to) a live spider confined in a glass case. 
A high score on the avoidance measure indicated a further 
distance from the spider while a low score indicated that 
the S came closer to the spider. In Table 8, the scores 
of repressors and sensitizers on the Avoidance Test are 
summarized. The mean avoidance score for repressors was 
4.30 while for sensitizers it was 5.33. Since avoidance 
is directly related to apprehension or fear it was ex-
pected that the self-reported fear would affect these 
scores. In Table 9, a two-way analysis of the main 
effects of Repression - Sensitization and fear, and 
their interaction effect on avoidance is presented. This 
analysis is of the avoidance scores of repressors who 
rated themselves highly fearful or low fearful and of 
sensitizers who did the same. The results indicate that 
different responses in the Avoidance Test could not be 
predicted by R - S score. Repressors did not avoid more 
than sensitizers on this direct measure of avoidance. 
The hypothesis that deals with this behaviour cannot be 
accepted. Greater avoidance was observed with groups of 
highly fearful persons than low fearful persons. Also 
an interactive effect of defence style (R - S) and self-
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Table 8 
Number of Repressors and Sensitizers 
Obtaining Score on Avoidance Test 
Avoidance 
Test Score 
1 - 5 
6 - 1 0 
11 - 15 
16 - 20 
Behaviour 
close to spider -
touching spider 
touching case -
entering case with 
hand 
near table - close 
to case 
entering test room 
Number•of Subjects 
Repressors 
21 
6 
3 
0 
Sensitizers 
17 
10 
2 
1 
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Table 9 
Analysis of the Effect of Repression - Sensitization 
and Fear Rating on Avoidance 
Test Scores 
Sources of Variation 
R - (R - S score) 
C - (Fear Rating) 
R x C 
Within cells 
SS 
9.67 
327.90 
54.34 
592.90 
df 
1 
1 
1 
56 
Ms 
9.67 
327.90 
54.34 
10.59 
F 
.91 
30.96 
5.13 
•Significant at <C = .05. 
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rated fear was obtained. 
In Table 10, a Newman-Keuls analysis of the 
means obtained by HS, HR, LS and LR groups is presented. 
The HR group avoided more than both the LR and LS 
groups. Similarly, the HS group avoided more than the 
LR group. There was no difference between the LS and 
LR groups * avoidance scores or between the avoidance 
scores of HS and HR groups. For repressors it appears 
that avoidance is dependent primarily on self-admitted 
fear while for sensitizers no such relation is evident. 
These data do not support the hypothesis but do suggest 
that those who are afraid of an object and generally 
avoid that object, (repressors), do so more clearly 
than those who say that they are less afraid of an 
object and generally approach it, (sensitizers). 
Eysenck Personality Inventory 
Several hypotheses were formulated to explore 
the relation of the Eysenck Personality Inventory -
Extraversion Scale with the other measures used in this 
study. It was found that the EPI - E scale is not signi-
ficantly correlated with scores on the repression - sensi-
tization scale. The whole scale correlation is -.29. For 
repressors alone this correlation is a weak +.12 while for 
sensitizers the correlation is -.30. 
The mean EPI - E score of repressors is 13.80 
with a standard deviation of 3.50. For sensitizers the 
Table 10 
A Newman-Keuls Analysis of the Ranked Means 
of HS, HR, LS, and LR Groups in the 
Avoidance Scale Score 
LR 
LS 
HS 
HR 
X 
3 . 0 4 
4 . 1 3 
6 . 7 1 
9 . 3 3 
LR 
3 . 0 4 
LS 
4 . 1 3 
1 .09 
HS 
6 . 7 1 
3 . 6 7 * 
2 . 5 8 
HR 
9 . 3 3 
6 . 2 9 * 
5 . 2 0 * 
2 .62 
•Significant at <£ = .05 
Note: HS = Highly fearful sensitizers 
HR = Highly fearful repressors 
LS = Low fearful sensitizers 
LR = Low fearful repressors 
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mean extraversion score was 11.90 with a standard de-
viation of 4.16. In Table 11 the EPI - E scores of 
repressors and sensitizers are presented. 
Although neither of these means are truly re-
presentative of Extraverts or Introverts, they are sig-
nificantly different at the p^.,05 level of confidence, 
(t = 2.101). Repressors score higher than sensitizers 
and therefore are generally more extraverted while sen-
sitizers are generally more introverted. Therefore, the 
hypothesis in which a differential extraversion response 
for repressors and sensitizers was expected, may be 
accepted. 
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Table 11 
EPI - Extraversion Scores of Repressors 
and Sensitizers 
CiC x — a 
Score 
1 -
4 -
7 -
10 -
13 -
16 -
19 -
22 -
3 
6 
9 
12 
15 
18 
21 
24 
Number o 
Repressors 
-
1 
5 
2 
11 
11 
-
— 
f Subjects 
Sensitizers 
1 
3 
5 
9 
6 
4 
2 
— 
Discussion 
Andrews (1966) proposed that phobic behaviour 
could be understood in terms of approach as well as 
avoidance. He implied that while a phobic may develop 
a secondary conditioned habit of avoidance, approach 
is necessary in maintaining dependency upon others in 
his environment. Andrews' review of research concern-
ing phobias was extensive but offered no means of iden-
tifying an approaching phobic. The present study was 
designed to investigate the possibility of using the 
R - S scale, developed by Byrne (1961, 1964), for that 
purpose. Theoretically, fearful repressors tend to 
defend themselves by avoidance, denial and a tendency 
to become aware of threat slower than sensitizers who 
generally approach, intellectualize and are perceptually 
vigilant under conditions of threat. In the following 
paragraphs the findings of the present study and the 
relation of this study to previous work will be explored. 
In previous research, Byrne and Sheffield (1965) 
reported that repressors admitted to less anxiety to 
sexually arousing words. In the present research one 
validating measure of the R - S scale was the degree of 
self-reported fear of spiders. It was found that the 
amount of fear to which repressors admitted was less 
than that of sensitizers. This supports Byrne's con-
ception of repression - sensitization. 
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With a measure of cognitive defence, the WAT, 
it was found that sensitizers associated spider con-
tent earlier in the scale than repressors. In this 
way they approached spider content to a greater extent 
than repressors. The sensitizers' speed of response 
was not faster than the repressors' and this finding 
does not support the expectations of the R - S theory. 
It, however, is not an unreasonable one. The repressors 
in the present study were forced to respond and may well 
have responded with anything that came to mind. Sensi-
tizers who are less afraid to discuss threatening con-
tent may have taken a more deliberate approach, con-
sequently they took longer to respond and responded 
more in terms of spider content. 
With the scale of ambiguous pictures the inter-
action of fear and repression - sensitization is clearly 
seen. Highly fearful sensitizers perceived a spider 
earlier in the scale than all other _Ss while highly 
fearful repressors were the slowest to perceive a spider. 
Low fearful repressors and sensitizers were not differ-
ent from each other. This may have been because those 
who rated their fear of spiders low were not really 
phobic. 
There is little doubt from these results that 
among people afraid of spiders those who rate them-
selves as more fearful can be identified as sensitizers 
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who approach the spider stimulus in cognitive and per-
ceptual tasks. Conversely, repressors who admitted to 
less fear defended themselves more strongly in these 
tasks from meeting a spider stimulus. 
These tasks are relatively less threatening when 
compared to a behavioural test of avoidance involving 
the presentation of a live spider. It was when S>s were 
asked to approach a live spider that differences between 
repressors and sensitizers broke down. Apparently it is 
one thing for phobic Ss to be faced with a symbolic rep-
resentation of the feared object and quite a different 
thing to be faced with the object itself. This does 
somewhat support Andrews (1966) conception of a phobia. 
He postulated that the phobic pattern demanded a manipula-
tion of the phobia to satisfy needs for dependence and also 
a basic avoidance of the phobic object. It is reasonable 
to suppose that manipulation would take place with symbols 
that denote the feared object while avoidance would reas-
onably only take place when the object is actually there. 
Some of the evidence reported earlier supports 
Byrne's (1961 and 1964) descriptions of repressors and 
sensitizers. Repressors, who were expected to avoid, ass-
ociated spider later in the WAT than sensitizers. They did 
not see the spider as early as sensitizers in ambiguous 
pictures and rated their fear of spiders lower than sensi-
tizers. However, they did not avoid actual spiders to a 
greater degree. 
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Hoffman's (1970) results were supported as this 
study found that in the presence of a fearful object, 
those ^ s who should theoretically avoid, approach as 
often as those £>s who theoretically should approach. 
Instead of being associated to the personality dimension 
of repression - sensitization, avoidance scores are re-
lated to self-reported fear of the object. This is 
somewhat confusing as it was expected that a behavioural 
avoidance test would exaggerate the difference between 
repressors and sensitizers. It was found, however, that 
moderately fearful persons regardless of personality 
could touch the spider fleetingly while more severely 
fearful S_s could not. This result may have been partly 
due to the spider that was available for this study. 
According to the report of some Ss after their session, 
it was small and harmless in appearance. 
Although of no direct concern to this study, 
an interesting result was obtained concerning the number 
of disturbances for repressors and sensitizers. Lomont 
(1965) found repressors to have a higher number of dis-
turbances than sensitizers. This was related to meas-
ures of adaption by Rapaport (1947). This, Lomont indi-
cated, was due to the fact that responding to word assoc-
iation test words, which were related to threatening 
objects is an encountering activity rather than an 
avoiding one. Repressors, while putting off this en-
74 
countering until they reached the word WEB, exhibited 
fewer disturbances than sensitizers. Although this 
finding contradicts Lomont's it does support the data 
which resulted from using the R - S scale as a measure of 
adaptation. Blocking and long RT is associated with 
higher anxiety and more ambivalence. Sensitizers who 
had more disturbances also rated themselves as more 
fearful and appeared more tense and ill-at-ease during 
the experiment. 
Concerning the ambiguous picture task, the re-
sults are contrary to those of Croft (1971) but support 
Byrne's theoretical position. Croft found no differ-
ences between repressors and sensitizers in a task 
involving ambiguity and this study found that repress-
ors were slow to perceive a spider in the ambiguous 
material. They defended against seeing the spider un-
til no other interpretation was possible. One repress-
or did not recognize the spider saying that the picture 
did not fit her conception of spiders. The discrepancy 
in the results may be due to the fact that inkblots re-
main ambiguous while the ambiguous pictures used in this 
study did gradually become more structured and finally 
clearly became the feared object. 
It was not expected that repressors would re-
act more quickly in terms of RT to word association test 
words. It appears that this speedier response is an 
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approaching activity. This finding is the same when 
comparing the response to test words with that to neu-
tral words. Repressors reacted more quickly to test 
words than to neutral words while sensitizers reacted 
more slowly to test words. It may be that repressors 
avoided by getting the threatening association out of 
the way quickly and that sensitizers were aware of the 
threatening content and therefore more wary. In any 
case, these data are consistent with those of Ericksen 
(1952) who found that the RT of the repressors was in-
versely related to the recognition threshold of the 
stimulus. In this study, repressors perceived the 
threatening stimulus later than sensitizers but reacted 
more quickly. A possible explanation for this may be 
in the results of the Eysenck Personality Inventory -
Extraversion scores. Repressors obtained more extra-
verted scores than sensitizers. It appears that extra-
version measures a component of impulsivity and that 
higher scores, such as those obtained by repressors, 
contain a large degree of impulsivity. Dunn et al 
(1958) found impulsive J3s to have a significantly shorter 
RT than other jSs. These results also correspond with 
those of Doris et al (1963) who found that anxious Ss 
had a longer RT than non-anxious ones. Sensitizers 
who scored higher in fear of spiders may have been more 
anxious while repressors may have been less anxious and 
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more impulsive and therefore reacted more quickly to 
emotionally loaded words. 
The major findings of this study are summarized 
in Table 12. Two trends can clearly be observed among 
phobic behaviours. One group described as spider phobic 
repressors avoid the fearful stimulus consistently when 
it is presented symbolically. They generally are extra-
verted people who will avoid spiders when they are afraid 
of them. Their behaviour appears to be an impulsive 
immediate rejection of the awareness of threat. This 
behaviour fits fairly well the popular conception of 
phobias in that it appears to be a conditioned avoid-
ance response to threat. 
The other group of spider phobic sensitizers 
behaves quite differently from the repressor group. 
These people generally fear spiders more than repressors 
but paradoxically, approach symbolic representations of 
this object. They perceive a spider earlier in a scale 
of ambiguous pictures and respond earlier in terms of 
spider content to words related to spiders on a WAT. 
They are generally introverted and also avoid spiders 
when they rate themselves highly fearful of them. Their 
behaviour may be characterized by vigilance toward the 
threatening object and as such, the conduct of their 
phobia does not appear to follow a conditioned avoidance 
paradigm. In terms of Andrews' postulates, the repress-
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Table 12 
A Comparison of the General Behaviour 
of Phobic Repressors and Sensitizers 
Phobic Repressors Phobic Sensitizers 
Rate their fear of 
"spiders" low 
and 
Perceive spider later 
among ambiguous pictures 
and 
Associate spider content 
later to words related 
to "spiders" 
and 
Avoid "spiders" when 
fearful 
and 
are Extraverts 
Rate their fear of 
"spiders" high 
and 
Perceive spider earlier 
among ambiguous pictures 
and 
Associate spider content 
earlier to words related 
to "spiders" 
and 
Avoid "spiders" when 
fearful 
and 
are Introverts 
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ing phobics seem to adhere to the "Pattern of Avoidance" 
while those who are sensitizers seem to fit the "Pattern 
of Dependence". The former group may want nothing to do 
with the object of which they are afraid while the latter 
group may be more able to balance their fear with the 
possible rewards of demonstrating their fear. 
These findings may have some important implica-
tions for the treatment of phobic persons. Because of 
their characteristic avoidance, phobic repressors may 
not respond favourably to desensitization treatment such 
as that proposed by Wolpe (1958). Since these people 
reject awareness of the fear evoking object, a time con-
suming first step would be to help them become aware of 
this object. It may well be that in studies reporting 
failures with the desensitization technique, the client 
blocked out awareness of the fear eliciting stimulus. 
The relaxation training may have helped him become re-
laxed but this relaxation was not paired with an aware-
ness of the phobic object. 
Desensitization seems to be indicated for phobic 
sensitizers. These people are already aware of the 
threatening stimulus in several ways and therefore 
Wolpe's technique may work quickly with them. There is 
some evidence that introverts condition more easily than 
extraverts. Phobic sensitizers who are introverted would 
therefore respond quickly to a deconditioning type of 
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treatment. Further research will be needed to verify 
this. 
The present research has demonstrated that 
among phobic persons there are those whose defence style 
includes avoidance and also that there are those who 
primarily approach. More attention should be given to 
personality factors in research with phobic persons. 
Similarily in treatment, an understanding of the general 
defence style of the phobic should help to determine the 
type of treatment and its consequent success. The find-
ings of the present study indicate that the R - S scale 
may be used with some success in determining the general 
defence style of phobic persons. 
Summary 
In 1966 Andrews combined several theoretical 
positions concerning the patterns of phobic behaviours. 
In this he suggested the possibility that phobics 
might approach the object of which they are afraid in 
order to manipulate others around them in terms of 
dependency. This study attempted to support this 
idea. 
The basic premise concerns the R - S scale, 
which theoretically distinguishes repressors from 
sensitizers. Repressors characteristically repress, 
avoid and deny relationship to a threatening stimulus 
while sensitizers generally are more vigilant, intel-
lectualize and ruminate about threatening stimuli. 
It was expected and found that this scale identifies 
phobics who repress and those who are sensitizers. 
Extreme groups of repressors and sensitizers were 
compared on several measures of defence and avoidance. 
It was found that repressors avoided more than sensi-
tizers through cognitively defending against associat-
ing spider content to test words on a Word Association 
Test. They also defended perceptually against recog-
nizing pictures of a spider emerging from ambiguous 
material and rated themselves less fearful of spiders. 
This difference broke down in a test of be-
havioural avoidance. The R - S scale could not ade-
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quately predict the avoiders from the approachers. The 
best predictor of performance on this measure proved to 
be the amount of self-reported fear. 
Other results that did not support Byrne's 
(1961 and 1964) conception of repressors and sensiti-
zers may be interpreted in terms of the relation between 
repression - sensitization and introversion - extra-
version. Although the correlation of these scales was 
not significant, repressors were more extraverted than 
sensitizers. Repressors reacted more quickly than sen-
sitizers to test words in the Word Association Test. 
The RT for neutral words was longer than RT for test 
words. For sensitizers this was the opposite. 
Since the major premise of approach was support-
ed and since phobic sensitizers who approach are in-
troverts, it appears that the findings of this study 
may have some bearing on the selection of treatment for 
a particular client. 
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Appendix A 
Instructions in Selection Procedure 
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Subjects for the selection phase were enlisted 
through the sign-up procedure outlined in the Method 
section. For their participation in the research, 
these people received 1 percentage point per hour of 
their involvement. On their appointment date the Ss 
went to a designated room which was in a quiet, well 
lighted and ventilated part of the Psychology build-
ing. They were requested to sit at a desk on which had 
been placed the following materials face-down: 
a) A Contact Slip: This slip of paper con-
tained a space for their name, address and local 
telephone number. 
b) The Most Common Fear Questionnaire: This 
scale is one of the selection criteria asking the S_s 
to rate themselves on the fear of spiders. It is pre-
sented in Appendix B. 
c) Instructions for the Repression - Sensiti-
zation Scale: The instructions to this scale were read 
out loud before allowing Ss to see the scale itself. 
d) Repression - Sensitization Scale and 
Answer Sheet: These questions of the MMPI were pre-
sented in booklet form. The answer sheet was detachable. 
The scale is presented in Appendix C. 
When all expected j3s were present, they were 
instructed to turn over their packet of materials and 
were asked to proceed according to the instructions for 
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the contact sheet which was completed first. The in-
troductions and the instructions for this part of the 
study read as follows: 
"Please check carefully that you have the 
following items; a contact sheet, a most common fears 
questionnaire, an instruction sheet, and a booklet of 
statements." 
"This study is composed of two parts and this 
is the first part. We are concerned with how people 
feel about certain situations which are commonly thought 
to be fear evoking. This will be looked at in the first 
questionnaire which you have in front of you called the 
Most Common Fears Questionnaire. The second Questionn-
aire will be related to this and is composed of behaviour-
al items and attitudes." 
"A second part of the study will come later, after 
we have had some time to look over some of the results of 
this part. It is important that the same people be used 
for both parts of this study. For this reason and the 
fact that we will have to send you the results we are ask-
ing you to fill in your name, address and local telephone 
number. This information, as well as all other informa-
tion we may gather will be held confidential." 
The Ss were then instructed concerning the ques-
tionnaires and were asked to work on them at their own 
speed. 
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After completing the paper work, the Ss were 
promised a further elaboration of the work and they 
were told that some would be contacted in the near 
future for the second part of the study. 
Appendix B 
Most Common Fears Questionnaire 
And Instructions 
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This scale was developed in response to a need 
to have a simple way of obtaining a person's self-eval-
uation on fear of spiders without him realizing that he 
was being evaluated on this fear. Consequently 15 common 
objects or situations of which people might be fearful 
are listed in random order. Under each listed fear is 
printed an 8 point scale ranging from 0 to 7. Zero in 
these cases indicates no fear at all of the object or 
situation in question while 7 indicates a very strong 
fear. The fear of spiders was randomly placed as the 
third fear on the list. 
This scale, although it does provide a measure 
of self-reported severity, is not intended to select 
only those with a severe fear of spiders. Rather it is 
designed to select those who consider themselves to be 
afflicted with some degree of fear of spiders. 
Since the scale is presented concomitantly with 
the Repression-Sensitization scale, there is some danger 
of not obtaining Repressors if the fear score cut off 
points were set too high. Because avoiding Repressors 
would tend to belittle their fear of spiders, even if it 
were a relatively strong one, the cut off point of 2 or 
greater was chosen. Therefore, anyone who rates himself 
with at least a 2 on the spider item of the Most Common 
Fears Questionnaire was considered to be afraid of 
spiders for the purposes of this study. 
F e a r o f E x a m i n a t i o n s 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f Crowded P l a c e s 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f S p i d e r s 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f Be ing A lone 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f High P l a c e s 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f F l y i n g 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f I n s e c t s 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f D r i v i n g on I c y Roads 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f D e a t h 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f t h e Dark 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f H o s p i t a l s 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f S n a k e s 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f E n c l o s e d P l a c e s 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f S p e a k i n g i n F r o n t o f a Group 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F e a r o f Open P l a c e s 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Instructions 
The instructions for this scale were printed 
immediately above the first item on the scale and were 
read to the J3s as follows: 
"Below you will find listed 15 of the most 
common fears as expressed by people who live outside 
the Maritime Provinces. We are interested in finding 
out which are the most common within New Brunswick and 
how these fears are related to day-to-day behaviour. 
For this we are using these two questionnaires. In 
this questionnaire would you please rate yourself from 
0 to 7 on each of the fears listed below. Next to 
each fear is the scale from 0 to 7. Please indicate 
which number applies to you by circling it. In each 
scale 0 indicates no fear at all while 7 indicates a 
very strong fear of the object or situation. Please 
avoid using ^ points between numbers on the scale 
where possible". 
Appendix C 
Repression - Sensitization Scale 
Instructions 
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Attempts to assess the dimension of the Repres-
sion - Sensitization has resulted in the Repression -
Sensitization scale (R - S) of Byrne (1961). It has 
been refined by Bryne, Barry and Nelson (1963) to 
include 182 items from the D, Pt, L, Hy, K, and Welsch 
Anxiety scales of the MMPI. Of these 127 are scored 
items and 55 are buffer items which are administered 
in the same manner as and require the same decision 
making as do the MMPI items on which they are based. 
The split half reliability scores in college populations 
have been reported; 0.94 and 0.91 by Byrne and his 
colleagues, (1963) and 0.91 and 0.92 by Bernardson, 
(1967 a and b ) . 
The validity data reported in the literature 
review indicate that the R - S dimension is a meaning-
ful one in terms of how people react to threatening 
stimuli. At one end of the scale, the repressor uses 
basic defence patterns of denial, avoidance and 
blocking. At the upper end of the scale, the sensi-
tizer responds to threat with rationalization, intel-
lectualizing and approach. 
There are a number of additional factors which 
recommend the use of this scale. These are that the 
administration and scoring is a simple procedure which 
requires only a minimal time investment. The scale is 
derived from the MMPI which is generally accepted in 
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clinical as well as research settings. A great deal 
of data has already been accumulated which relates 
this scale to approach and avoidance in other contexts. 
This provides a background against which new 
data can be interpreted. Finally this scale provides 
a quantitative, reliable measure of the dimension with 
which we are concerned in this research. 
In terms of the cut off points that describe 
a repressor or a sensitizer, some conflicting direc-
tions are reported in the data concerning this scale. 
Byrne and Sheffield (1965) report using the upper 1/3 
of the scores as sensitizer scores and the lower 1/3 
as repressor scores. This provides cut off scores of 
85 and 42 respectively. Lefcourt (1966) considered a 
sensitizer as anyone who scored above the median while 
a repressor was anyone who scored below the median. 
In this study an intermediate position was taken with 
the cut off point for repressors placed at 35 and point 
for sensitizers placed at 60. 
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Items in the R - S Scale 
MMPI MMPI MMPI 
NUMBER SCORING NUMBER SCORING NUMBER SCORING MMPI SCORING 
2 
7 
12 
23 
36 
44 
51 
58 
71 
86 
93 
98 
105 
114 
128 
134 
138 
147 
153 
159 
164 
172 
173 
186 
191 
201 
217 
234 
242 
255 
265 
270 
278 
290 
304 
322 
340 
345 
352 
358 
362 
383 
397 
414 
461 
511 
X 
F 
X 
X 
F 
T 
F 
X 
X 
T 
T 
X 
X 
T 
X 
X 
T 
T 
X 
T 
F 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
F 
X 
T 
F 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
X 
T 
3 
8 
15 
26 
39 
45 
52 
60 
75 
88 
94 
102 
106 
120 
129 
135 
141 
148 
154 
160 
165 
174 
180 
188 
192 
207 
225 
236 
243 
259 
266 
271 
279 
292 
305 
329 
342 
346 
353 
359 
371 
384 
398 
418 
465 
518 
F 
F 
T 
T 
X 
X 
T 
X 
X 
F 
T 
T 
T 
X 
T 
X 
T 
T 
X 
F 
T 
X 
T 
F 
F 
F 
T 
T 
F 
T 
T 
X 
T 
T 
T 
X 
T 
T 
F 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
5 
9 
18 
30 
41 
46 
55 
64 
76 
89 
95 
103 
107 
122 
130 
136 
142 
150 
155 
162 
170 
175 
182 
189 
193 
208 
230 
238 
248 
267 
272 
285 
296 
316 
336 
343 
349 
356 
360 
379 
389 
406 
431 
499 
544 
X 
X 
X 
X 
T 
X 
F 
X 
T 
T 
X 
F 
F-
F 
X 
T 
T 
X 
X 
T 
X 
F 
T 
T 
X 
X 
F 
T 
X 
T 
X 
X 
X 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
F 
T 
X 
T 
X 
T 
6 
10 
22 
32 
43 
47 
57 
67 
80 
90 
96 
104 
109 
124 
131 
137 
145 
152 
158 
163 
171 
178 
183 
190 
195 
213 
233 
241 
253 
263 
270 
274 
289 
301 
321 
337 
344 
351 
357 
361 
382 
396 
411 
443 
502 
555 
X 
T 
T 
T 
T 
X 
F 
T 
X 
X 
F 
T 
T 
T 
F 
X 
T 
F 
T 
F 
T 
F 
X 
F 
X 
T 
X 
T 
X 
X 
F 
X 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
X 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
X 
T 
x indicates a buffer item 
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Instructions 
The instructions to the scale were adapted 
from those for the MMPI and were read to the S_s as 
follows: 
"This questionnaire consists of numbered 
statements. Read each statement and decide whether 
it is True as applied to you or False as applied to 
"You are to make your answers on the answer 
sheet you have. If a statement is TRUE OR MOSTLY 
TRUE, as applied to you, cross out the "T" next to 
the number of the statement on the answer sheet. 
If a statement is FALSE OR NOT USUALLY TRUE, as 
applied to you, cross out the "F" on the answer 
sheet. If a statement does not apply to you at all, 
or if it is something you know nothing about, make 
no mark on the answer sheet. 
"Remember to give your own opinion of your-
self. DO NOT LEAVE,ANY BLANK SPACES IF YOU CAN AVOID 
IT. 
"In making your answers on the answer sheet, 
be sure that the number of the statement agrees with 
the number of the answer sheet. Make your X clearly. 
Erase completely any answer you wish to change. Please 
do not mark in the question booklet. 
"Remember - try to make some answer to every 
statement." 
Appendix D 
Word Association Test 
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The eight test words of the WAT were selected 
from 300 words associated by university students to 
pictures of spiders and from encyclopedia articles 
about spiders. The 300 words were then rated by 63 
non-phobic university students on a scale from 0 to 7, 
(where 0 meant not related to spiders and 7 meant re-
lated only to spiders). This resulted in a list of 
21 words variously related to spiders. 
This list was then presented to 36 students 
who were asked to sort them into 8 piles with pile #1 
being those words which, in their opinion were least 
related to the concept 'spider' and pile #8 being those 
words which were the most related to 'spider'. This 
resulted in a count of the frequency with which a 
particular word was placed in a specific category. 
This procedure was repeated after a period of 2 weeks. 
The results of this procedure provided the 8 
words varying in associative strength to the concept 
'spider'. On both the test and the re-test the agree-
ment among Ss that a word should be placed in a category 
is high, (i.e., 100%), for the ends of the scale but 
drops to 50% in the middle categories. This agreement, 
as well as the median values assigned to each word, and 
the standard deviation of the frequencies obtained, is 
presented in Table Dl that follows. 
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Table Dl 
Numerical Description of the 8 Word 
Association Scale 
Word 
Sky 
Intricate 
Fly 
Poison 
Insect 
Spinning 
Web 
Spider 
% Agreement 
test 1 test 2 
100 100 
52.7 55.5 
52.7 55.5 
47.2 52.8 
55.5 52.8 
77.7 66.7 
83.3 81.2 
100 100 
Median 
test 1 test 2 
1.00 1.00 
1.87 2.00 
3.21 3.25 
4.21 4.13 
4.85 4.76 
6.00 5.88 
7.07 7.08 
8.00 8.00 
S.D. 
test 1 test 2 
0.000 0.000 
0.795 0.625 
0.452 0.446 
0.981 0.946 
0.511 0.625 
0.469 0.463 
0.412 0.180 
0.000 0.000 
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The reliability coefficient using the Spear-
man rank differences calculation is perfect and posi-
tive when based on the median valae of each word. 
Coefficients of consistency for the raters were also 
calculated. Twenty-three Ss obtained a consistency 
rating of greater than .90; 9 ^ >s a rating of greater 
than .75 and 4 Ss a rating of less than .60. 
The resulting scale with buffer items in place 
as it was presented to the experimental £>s is presented 
later in this Appendix. This scale was presented to 
20 non-phobic high school JSs who were requested to 
associate one word to each word on the scale. The 
response latency measure and the word which was assoc-
iated were recorded. These items are presented in 
Table D2. 
In both the test and the re-test, the modal 
word associated to the stimulus, (i.e., the primary 
association), had a response latency that was lower 
than the response latency found for the other words 
that were also associated to the stimulus. There were 
some exceptions to the rule. In the first testing the 
RT of the primary association to the word FLY, and in 
the second testing of the primary associations to the 
words FLY and SPIDER were greater than the RT of the 
other words associated. 
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Word Response 
Hat 
Lamp 
Sky* 
Book 
J1ntricat.e*_ ___„ „_ :___^____^_ •._, 
Paper 
Fly* 
Curtains 
Trunk 
Drink ^ ___ ._ ___-=_- ;---___;:= •- ;_:_- •. 
Party 
Spring 
Poison* 
Rug 
Chair 
Screen 
Spinning* 
Radiator 
==1=1=-====================-======================-=-=== 
Web* 
Mountain 
Snake 
House 
Spider* 
*An asterisk indicates a test word. 
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Table D2 
Description of Words Associated to 
Spider Content Stimulus Words 
Stimulus 
Word 
Sky 
Intricate^ 
Fly 
Poison 
Insect 
Spinning 
Web 
Spider 
Words Associated 
test 1* test 2 
blue blue 
detail 
plane plane 
ivy ivy 
repel- repel-" 
lant lant 
wheel wheel 
spider spider 
web web 
Number of j3s 
test 1 test 2 
6 5 
4 
5 3 
7 4 
4 3 
11 5 
17 10 
7 5 
Mean RT (sees) 
test 1 test 2 
1.20 1.25 
1.42 
2.50 2.00 
1.14 1.25 
1.35 1.86 
1.26 1.90 
1.57 1.74 
1.52 1.80 
* The number of £>s that were used for the first 
test was 20 while on the second testing 12 were used. 
•• INTRICATE was tested only on the second testing. 
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Instructions for WAT 
"I have here a list of 25 words to which I would 
like you to associate a word or phrase. I plan to use 
this as a reaction test and therefore there are no 
right or wrong answers. I will say a word and immedia-
tely after I say it I would like you to say the first 
thing that comes to your mind. Please speak clearly in 
a normal conversational tone into the microphone in front 
of you. 
"While we are doing this, I will keep a record of 
what you say and how long it takes you to say it. This 
will be done through the apparatus you see here. When I 
say a word, the timer will start automatically and when 
you say something it will automatically stop. It is a 
rather sensitive instrument and may start or stop with 
other noises such as coughing or laughing or the scrape 
of a chair. Please try to avoid making these other 
noises immediately after I say a word. It is alright to 
make other sounds after you have responded. 
"Are there any questions? 
"Let's try an example TAXI (if there were 
any problems the instructions were repeated or clari-
fied) . 
"O.K. now let's begin - remember to say the first 
thing that comes to your mind right after I say a word, 
your first reaction is generally the true one". 
Appendix E 
Ambiguous Picture Scale 
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The picture of the spider used in this scale was 
obtained from a testbook in biology and was rated, along 
with 11 other pictures of spiders in terms of their fear-
fulness and informativeness, (i.e., from the one most 
clearly of a spider to the one that least clearly port-
rayed a spider). Thirteen university Ss, of whom 3 were 
fearful of spiders to some extent, did the rating task. 
The picture that was selected as representative of a 
spider received a high informativeness rating (a mean 
of 8.4 out of a possible 12) with high agreement among 
Ss that this picture was in fact the most representative 
of a spider, (a s.d. of 1.74). This picture also re-
ceived a medium fearfulness rating (a mean of 6.3 out of 
a possible 12) and a high agreement that this picture was 
in fact rated in the middle (a s.d. of 1.61). 
This spider picture was then superimposed onto a 
woods scene. The resulting 10 pictures were rated by 12 
high school students who were asked to describe what they 
saw in each picture and also to place them in order of 
spider content. Their responses were classified into 6 
categories. These results are presented in Table E3. 
There are no differences due to the sex of the 
Ss. Those who were somewhat afraid of spiders either saw 
them much earlier (1 male) or saw them much later (1 fe-
male) as compared to the others. In terms of percentages, 
100% of the Ss saw a forest scene in picture A; 91% saw a 
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Table E3 
Response to the Question: 
"What Do You See Here?" 
Picture 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
forest 
bushes 
7f, 5m 
7f, 4m 
2f, lm 
same with 
black marks 
lm, 
5f, 
7f, 
6f, 
2f, 
2f, 
2f, 
2f, 
Of 
4m 
4m 
2m 
lm 
lm 
lm 
0m 
Response 
same with 
buq legs 
Of, lm 
If, lm 
3f, lm 
2f, lm 
2f, lm 
. 
same with 
an insect 
2f, lm 
3f, lm 
3f, 2m 
2f, 2m 
If, 0m 
spider 
legs 
Of, lm 
Of, lm 
Of, lm 
If, lm 
spider 
Of, lm 
Of, lm 
Of, lm 
2f, 2m 
2f, 2m 
6f, 5m 
Ill 
forest scene in B; 75% saw a forest scene with black 
marks in C; 91% saw a forest scene with black marks in 
D; 66% saw a forest scene with black marks in E; 33% 
saw bug legs in G; 42% saw an insect in H; 42% saw a 
spider in I; and 91% saw a spider in J. 
A retest of this task was conducted after a 
period of 4 weeks and this correlation proved to be 
satisfactory at .98. A rater reliability coefficient 
comparing the actual order with the expected order pro-
vided a correlation of .83 uncorrected for ties. 
It appears that this scale is composed of 
perceptually discrete steps from a forest scene through 
some ambiguous figure to a picture of a spider. It 
also seems to differentiate people as to the point at 
which they perceive a spider. As such it provides a 
perceptual defence score from 1 to 10 depending on 
which picture is first interpreted to be of a spider. 
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Instructions for Ambiguous Picture Scale 
"I have here a set of 10 black and white pic-
tures which I would like you to interpret for me. 
Your task will be to pay very careful attent-
ion to each of these pictures and to tell me exactly 
what you see in each one of them. You may notice that 
some of these pictures are quite different from the 
rest or that some of them seem almost the same. It 
does not matter if you give the same interpretation 
to more than one picture but whenever you notice some-
thing different or have a different interpretation no 
matter how silly it may seem to you please do not 
hesitate to mention it. 
"Are there any questions? 
"Remember to tell me exactly what you see in 
each of the pictures". 
Appendix F 
Eysenck Personality Inventory, (Form B) 
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Instructions for the EPI - E (Form B) 
"This is a list of 57 items of behaviour, feel-
ings, and opinions that people commonly have. They are 
presented in question form and after each question is 
a space for answering either 'YES' or 'NO'. 
"Your task will be to decide whether the question 
can be answered 'YES' if that is true for you, or 'NO' 
if it is not true for you. If the question can be ans-
wered 'YES' cross out the 'YES' next to the question. 
If the question can be answered 'NO' cross out the 'NO' 
next to it. 
"It is important to work quickly and not to spend 
a lot of time on any one question as your first reaction 
is generally the true one. Be sure to answer all the 
questions. You don't have to worry about whether the 
answers are right or wrong as this is not a crucial 
variable in this study. 
"Please be advised that in question #25, 'a gay 
party' refers to a happy party and not to a homosexual 
one. 
"Are there any questions? 
"Remember to work as quickly as you can and ans-
wer all the questions". 
Appendix G 
Behavioural Avoidance Test 
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Scoring of the Avoidance Test 
Score Criterion Check 
20 rising from seat and going to the 
interview room door 
19 Stepping out of the interview room 
door 
18 going h distance between doors of 
the 2 rooms 
17 going to the second room door 
16 going through the door 
15 going h distance to the table 
14 going remaining distance to table 
13 going right up to the table 
12 leaning over the case containing 
the spider 
11 extending hand ^ way to the case 
10 extending the hand remainder of 
the distance to the case 
9 touching the glass of the case 
8 removing the lid of the case 
7 entering the case with the hand 
6 not removing the hand for 5 seconds 
5 bringing the hand in close 
proximity to the spider 
4 leaving it there 
3 touching the spider fleetingly 
2 touching the spider for at least 
5 seconds 
1 picking the spider up and/or allow-
ing the spider to walk over the 
hand 
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Instructions for the Behavioral Avoidance Test 
"In the next room to this (room 16B) is a 
glass aquarium on a table and inside the aquarium are 
some spiders. These are ordinary spiders that were 
found in the basement of a store. They are not poison-
ous or harmful. 
"I would like you to get up from your chair and 
to go through this door to the room next door. Go 
into this room and go to the aquarium, remove the lid 
and pick up one of the spiders. Then hold it for a few 
seconds before putting it back into the aquarium. 
Replace the lid and come back in here and sit down. 
"Are there any questions? 
"O.K. go ahead and go as far as you wish to with 
the spider". 
Appendix H 
Instructions to Assistant 
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The Assistant was instructed in the following 
areas: 
a) Lay out the materials on each desk before 
the Subjects arrive, making sure that each form has a 
research number. 
b) Summarize the instructions on the black 
board. 
c) Introduce yourself and the research gen-
erally including a reassurance that further information 
will be given upon completion of the study-
d) Make sure everybody has the three required 
forms by asking them to check this on their desks. 
e) Present the instructions regarding the 
contact sheet and ask S_s to fill them out. 
f) Read the instructions for the Most Common 
Fear Questionnaire and for the Repression - Sensitiza-
tion Scale and ask the S_s to fill these out. 
g) Collect the forms making sure that the 
research number on all the forms is the same. 
h) Score the forms according to the directions 
or to the templates. 
i) Pass in to the Experimenter the names and 
the telephone numbers as well as the research number 
of those who are defined as Phobic Repressors or Phobic 
Sensitizers. 
Appendix I 
Raw Data - Repressors 
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Ambiguous 
R - S Fear WAT Picture Avoidance 
S Sex Score Rating Score Score Score EPI - E 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
F 
F 
F 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
F 
M 
F 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
24 
33 
26 
35 
29 
35 
30 
33 
31 
29 
17 
26 
18 
24 
27 
31 
29 
32 
22 
27 
26 
24 
35 
16 
23 
26 
33 
31 
26 
24 
3 
7 
2 
4 
3 
5 
2 
2 
3 
3 
2 
3 
4 
5 
3 
2 
5 
2 
6 
2 
4 
2 
2 
5 
3 
4 
2 
2 
2 
4 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
9 
7 
8 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
9 
7 
7 
7 
9 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
8 
10 
6 
8 
6 
8 
11 
8 
7 
9 
7 
9 
11 
10 
7 
6 
5 
8 
4 
10 
5 
4 
4 
6 
9 
10 
5 
5 
5 
8 
9 
1 
15 
8 
3 
4 
8 
3 
2 
3 
4 
3 
2 
8 
6 
2 
2 
3 
2 
12 
1 
2 
1 
2 
12 
6 
6 
3 
1 
2 
2 
14 
8 
17 
18 
14 
18 
13 
14 
16 
13 
9 
6 
18 
17 
15 
9 
15 
17 
13 
18 
16 
10 
9 
9 
17 
13 
14 
18 
11 
15 
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Raw Data for Word Association Test - Repressors 
In the following tables the raw data for the WAT 
is presented. For each Repressor the point at which a 
spider word is associated is described in terms of the 
test word and in terms of the RT of the response to the 
test word. Next to the RT at the associate point is 
listed the mean RT for the test words and the sd. Then 
the mean RT for neutral words and the sd is listed. 
RT Assoc-
Word/Assoc- iation Test Words Neutral Words 
S iation point x sd x sd 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
.79 
.85 
.70 
.49 
.76 
.49 
.86 
.80 
.65 
.46 
.92 
1.18 
.46 
.68 
.83 
.66 
1.21 
1.18 
1.61 
.65 
.16 
.43 
.39 
.39 
.24 
.30 
.42 
.42 
.81 
.36 
.74 
1.28 
.56 
.77 
.86 
.90 
1.21 
1.08 
1.27 
.83 
.35 
.68 
.30 
.53 
.41 
.30 
.79 
.52 
.82 
.42 
11 No Association .99 .47 1.17 .84 
spider-insect .59 
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RT Assoc-
Word/Assoc- iation Test Words Neutral Words 
S iation point x sd x sd 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
Web-spider 
No Association 
spider-window 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
No Association 
spider-insect 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Spider-tarantula 
Web-spider 
.36 
.60 
.49 
.64 
.86 
1.74 
.65 
1.03 
.62 
.50 
.13 
.55 
.63 
.98 
1. 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
.59 
.88 
.65 
.02 
.35 
.09 
.27 
.32 
.91 
.61 
.44 
.84 
.87 
.23 
.13 
.52 
.32 
.60 
.52 
.40 
.44 
.69 
.47 
.21 
.27 
.26 
.49 
.87 
.69 
1.03 
.86 
1.38 
1.28 
1.35 
1.31 
1.58 
.96 
.47 
.76 
.70 
.93 
1.37 
.36 
.79 
.30 
.82 
.80 
1.52 
.56 
1.32 
.38 
.17 
.58 
.34 
.69 
1.02 
26 Web-spider .65 1.47 .87 1.48 1.53 
RT Assoc-
Word/Assoc- iation 
S iation point 
27 Web-spider .58 
28 Web-spider .68 
29 Web-spider .73 
30 Spider-black .50 
widow 
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Test Words Neutral Words 
x sd x sd 
.89 .45 1.13 .86 
1.58 .79 1.07 .83 
.45 .37 .56 .31 
.63 .32 .48 .27 
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Disturbances on WAT for Repressors 
S Disturbance S Disturbance 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
None 
None 
None 
trunk - suitcase 2.79 
None 
sky-blue 2.60 
party - good time 3.94 
None 
party - birthday 4.06 
block on "intricate" 
None 
paper - write 2.75 
curtains - window 3.58 
None 
None 
None 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
None 
Curtain - cloth 4.41 
snake - small 5.98 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
block on "intricate" 
snake - grass 3.06 
block on "intricate" 
None 
15 block on "poison" 30 None 
Appendix J 
Raw Data - Sensitizers 
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Ambiguous 
R - S Fear WAT Picture Avoidance 
S Sex Score Rating Score Score Score EPI - E 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
M 
F 
M 
F 
F 
F 
F 
M 
F 
M 
F 
- F 
F 
F 
M 
F 
F 
M 
F 
F 
M 
F 
M 
F 
F 
M 
F 
F 
M 
M 
64 
79 
69 
91 
76 
62 
82 
70 
75 
71 
65 
63 
65 
90 
72 
60 
97 
69 
60 
60 
63 
61 
90 
61 
71 
65 
73 
82 
61 
63 
2 
7 
5 
7 
5 
3 
3 
3 
6 
2 
4 
5 
7 
4 
6 
2 
6 
2 
7 
5 
2 
2 
4 
5 
4 
4 
7 
5 
3 
2 
7 
7 
7 
5 
5 
7 
5 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
5 
7 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
3 
7 
5 
9 
7 
7 
7 
5 
5 
7 
7 
7 
6 
6 
12 
5 
6 
6 
4 
3 
6 
11 
2 
2 
4 
6 
7 
4 
4 
4 
7 
6 
10 
11 
8 
7 
4 
6 
4 
7 
10 
1 
17 
2 
12 
3 
6 
10 
3 
8 
2 
.8 
7 
8 
3 
5 
2 
8 
2 
3 
3 
1 
8 
3 
3 
1 
8 
12 
3 
6 
2 
16 
3 
15 
9 
12 
9 
12 
14 
7 
6 
5 
2 
14 
8 
12 
19 
14 
11 
18 
14 
20 
10 
12 
16 
16 
12 
6 
12 
9 
14 
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Raw Data for Word Association Test - Sensitizers 
In the following tables the raw data for the WAT 
is presented. For each Sensitizer the point at which a 
spider word is associated is described in terms of the 
test word and in terms of the RT of the response to the 
test words. Next to the RT at the association point is 
listed the mean RT for the test words and the sd. Then 
the mean RT for neutral words and the sd is listed. 
RT Assoc- Test Words Neutral Words 
S Word/Association iation Pt. x sd x sd 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Web-spider 
Insect-spider 
Insect-spider 
Web-spider 
Insect-spider 
Spinning-spider web 
Spinning-web 
.63 
.54 
.81 
2.06 
1.21 
.90 
.61 
.92 
.60 
1.81 
1.11 
1.65 
1.17 
.94 
.74 
1.22 
1.23 
.96 
1.98 
.62 
1.28 
.56 
.31 
.13 
.38 
1.04 
.41 
1.02 
1.00 
.96 
.98 
.94 
.95 
1.63 
.91 
.93 
.72 
.46 
.67 
.47 
.67 
.76 
1.64 
.53 
.72 
10 Web-spider .74 1.27 .91 1.04 .56 
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S_ Word/Association 
11 Web-spider 
12 Insect-spider 
13 Web-spider 
14 Web-spider 
15 Spinning-cobweb 
16 Web-spider 
17 Web-spider 
18 Web-spider 
19 Web-spider 
20 Fly-spider 
21 Web-spider 
22 Insect-spider 
23 No association 
Spider-fright 
24 Web-spider 
25 Web-spider 
RT Assoc- Test 
iation Pt. x 
.54 1.17 
1.42 .54 
.58 .59 
.57 .97 
1.29 1.18 
.78 .93 
.70 .72 
.66 1.07 
.58 .74 
1.69 .92 
.55 1.02 
1.35 1.68 
2.26 
3.75 
.94 1.25 
.86 1.13 
rds Neutral Words 
sd x sd 
.51 1.04 .63 
.32 .62 .28 
.12 .59 .29 
.27 .93 .64 
.79 .86 .67 
.36 .72 .24 
.06 .75 .35 
.68 .60 .18 
.23 .69 .14 
.97 .63 .44 
.64 .73 .34 
1.48 .87 .35 
1.01 1.42 .42 
.39 1.20 .96 
.62 .81 .43 
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RT Assoc- Test Words Neutral Words 
S_ Word/Association iation Pt. x sd x sd 
26 Web-spider 
27 Insect-spider 
28 Insect-spider 
29 Web-spider 
.79 
1.38 
1.28 
.59 
1.58 
.58 
.98 
1.21 
1.23 
.37 
.37 
.79 
.97 
.59 
.89 
1.03 
.63 
.28 
.69 
.69 
30 Web-spider .98 1.30 1.06 .93 .57 
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Disturbances in WAT for Sensitizers 
s 
1 
2 
Disturbance 
Poison-water 6.08 
frame-car 2.93 
None 
intricate-precise 3.71 
fly-insect 2.68 
party-pooper 3.00 
4 
5 
6 
None 
block on "intricate" 
snake-scared 2.84 
block on "intricate" 
snake-crawl 3.46 
block on "poison" 
curtain-sunlight 2.54 
party-liquor 2.89 
spring-biking 2.80 
screen-hair 7.14 
8 
9 
10 
11 
None 
snake-fear 
poison-pills 
party-Saturday 
2.96 
2.87 
2.52 
12 block on "intricate" 
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s 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
Disturbance 
block on "snake" 
None 
block on "intricate" 
None 
block on "intricate 
None 
None 
block on "intricate" 
None 
poison-chlorine 4.57 
23 poison-food 3.64 
screen-door 2.69 
spider-fright 3.75 
24 spring-growth 4.46 
25 block on "intricate' 
26 intricate-
complicated 2.09 
block on "snake" 
27 block on "poison" 
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S Disturbance 
28 snake-fear 3.69 
29 None 
30 None 
